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At  the  Sittings  after  Mic/iaeh)His  Termj 

54  George  III. 


SITTINGS  AFTER  TERM  AT  GUILDHALL. 


BosANQUET  and  Others  r.  Dudman,  181*. 

'T'HIS  was  an  action  by  the  plaintiffs  as  indorsees  When  a 
of  a  bill  of  exchange,  drawn  and  indorsed  by  banker's  acccp- 

.  1  1         1        1    /.^     1  tances  exceed 

Raztis,  and  accepted  by  the  defendant.  the  cash  ba- 

lance in  hb 

Clarkson  awrfCb.,  who  kept  a  banking  account  with  j,^d.**coiUteral 
the  plaintiff,  bankers  in  Londofij  had  deposited  the  securities  for 
bill  with  the  latter  as  a  collateral  security,  but  >vere  ^"'* 
the  holders  of  the  bill  on  the  5th  oiFehniary  1 8 1 2, 
when  it  became  due;  at  that  time  the  plaintifis 
had  accepted  bills  to  a  much  larger  amount  than 
the  cash  balance,  in  favour  of  Clarkson  and  Co.^ 
but  held  collateral  securities  to   a  considerable 
amount.     The  bill  in  question,   when  due,  was 
dishonoured  and  returned  to  Clarkson  and  Co., 

VOL.  I.  B  who 
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1814.       who  remitted  it  to  the  plaintiffs,  requesting  them 

BosANQUET  ^^  ^^^^  ^*  ^"^  ^^  place  it  to  their  account  when 
and  Others  paid,  but  no  credit  was  given  to  Clarkson  and  Co. 
by  the  plaintiffs  on  account  of  the  bill.  The  plain- 
tiffs held  the  bill  from  February  1812  till  February 
1 8 13.  Clarkson  and  Co.  then  became  bankrupts, 
and  no  application  was  made  to  the  defendant  to 
pay  the  bill  till  July  1814. 

Scarlett  for  the  defendant  cross-examined  as  to 
the  amount  of  the  plaintiffs*  acceptances  on  the 
account  of  Clarkson  and  Co.^  compared  with  the 
cash  balance  and  collateral  securities  in  their 
hands. 

But  Lord  Ellenborou'gii  said,  that  he  should 
hold  that,  whenever  the  acceptances  exceeded  the 
cash  balance,  the  plaintiffs  held  all  the  collateral 
bills  for  value. 


And  he  may         It  was  then  contended,  that  the  plaintiffs  did 

Ih'e''i'cepSrf  ^^*  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^  security,  but  merely  as  the 
an  accommo-  agcnts  of  ClarksoH  and  Co. ;  and  it  was  proposed 
dation  baiXde^  to  prove  that  whilst  the  bill  was  in  the  hands  of 

posited  with  *  ■ 

him  as  a  coiia-  Clarksou  and  Co.  they  knowing  that  it  was  a  mere 
terai  security  accommodatiou  bill  as  between  Rains  and  Dud- 
came  due),       ^wan,  after  the  dishonour  requested  Rains  to  take 

it  up,  and  afterwards  bought .  a  ship  from  Rains^ 
in  part  payment  for  which  the  bill  was  to  have  been 
delivered  up,  instead  of  which  it  was  afterwards 
re-delivered  to  the  defendants. 


although  the 
party  who  de- 
posited the 
bill  had  it  in 
his  hands  when 
it  became  due, 
and  has  re- 
ceived catisfaction  from  the  drawer. 


But 


AFTER  MICHAELMAS  TERM,  54  GEORGE  III.  $ 

But  Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that       1814. 

when  the  bill  was  returned  to  the  plantiffi  they  V'"^'^ ' 

recurred  to  their  former  rights  and  that  the  nght    and  Others 
to  sue  upon  the  bill  could  only  be  extincniished  by    .^   ^• 

^  ^  J.  r^      j.\.  ^  ^       DUDMAN. 

a  payment  by  the  acceptor. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 
Scarlett  and  Wray^  for  the  defendant. 

[Attorniesy  Kartlaki  and  Ho//.] 


Preston  t;.  Butcher. 


^HIS  was  an  action  against  the  defendant,  a  wine 
merchant  and  distiller,  for  refusing  to  retain 
the  plaintiff  in  his  service,  in  breach  of  his  agree- 
ment. 

The  I  St  count  of  the  declaration  stated,  that  in 
consideration  that  the  plaintiff  at  tlie  special  in- 
stance and  request  of  the  defendant,  had  agreed 
to  enter  into  his  service  for  the  sum  of  250/.  fer 
amtum^  S^c^y  the  defendant  undertook,  &c. 

The  2d  count  stated,  that  tlie  defendant  under- 
took to  pay  a  certain  salary^  to  wit,  the  salary  qf 
asoi  per  anman. 


A  contract  for 
a  yearly  ser* 
vice  at  a  spe- 
cific salary 
must  be  proved 
as  alleged*  al- 
though both 
the  time  and 
sum  are  averred 
under  a  vide- 
licet. 


B    2 


The 


1814. 


PllESTON 

Butcher. 


CASES  AT  NISI  PRIUS, 

The  3d  count  was  similar  to  the  2d,  except  tliat 
it  omitted  the  videlicet. 


The  plaintiff  had  been  for  many  years  in  the  ser- 
vice of  Mr.  De  Franca^  a  wine  merchant  in  Lofidorij 
latterly  at  a  salary  of  200/.  per  annuniy  and  in  con- 
sequence  of  the  flattering  prospect  held  out  to  him 
by  the  defendant,  had  quitted  Mr.  De  Franca  and 
had  entered  into  the  defendant's  service  in  Suffolk. 
It  was  understood  between  the  parties  that  the 
plaintiff  was  to  be  a  gainer  by  the  exchange  ;  that 
he  was  to  have  the  use  of  a  house  and  garden,  but 
there  was  no  proof  of  an  express  agreement  for 
any  specific  salary  or  time  of  service. 


Brougham  for  the  defendant  contended,  that 
the  plaintiff  must  be  nonsuited,  since  there  was  rio 
proof  of  an  agreement  for  the  specific  salary  men- 
tioned in  the  ist  and  3d  counts,  and  that  though 
the  precise  sum  in  the  2d  count  was  laid  under 
a  videlicety  the  introduction  of  the  videlicet  would 
not  relieve  the  plaintiff  from  proving  the  contract 
as  stated. 


For  the  plaintiff  it  was  contended,  that  the  words 
certain  salary^  as  used  in  the  2d  count,  did  not 
mean  an  ascertained  salary ^  and  that  the  word  cer- 
tain  did  not  in  common  acceptation  import  a  de- 
finite object  or  sum ;  that  if  the  words  certain 
salary  meant  an  ascertained  salary,  the  subsequent 
words  would  be  superfluous,  that  the  whole  effect 

of 
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of  the  words  was  the  same  as  if  it  had  stood  thus,       1814. 

"   for  a  certain  salary/'  and  that  there  was  evi-  PreJ^on 
dence  for  the  jury  that  some  salary  was  agreed  for,  v. 

though  the  sum  was  not  ascertained.  Butcher. 

Lord  Ellenborouch  was  of  opinion,  that  the 
special  counts  were  defective,  both  because  they 
alleged  that  a  specific  salary  was  agreed  upon ;  and 
also  because  they  stated  that  the  contract  was  for 
an  annual  service. 

It  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  had  remained  in 
the  defendant's  service  for  three  weeks,  but  the 
declaration  contained  no  count  for  work  and 
labour. 

It  was  then  contended,  that  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  recover  for  the  expences  incurred  by 
removing  into  Sitffblky  for  the  purpose  of  entering 
into  the  defendant's  service,  as  for  money  paid  to 
the  use  of  the  defendant ;  but  ultimately  the  case 
was  referred  to  arbitration. 

The  Attorney  General  and  Scarlett^  for  the 
plaintiff. 

Brougham  and  Jones^  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies,  A.  Clarke  and  Kearsey  3 
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JoRDAiNE  V.  Cornwall  and  Others. 


Goods  having 
been  detained 
by  a  foreign 
power  are 
afterwards  re- 
stored —  as 
between  the 
assurer  and 
the  assured  — 
a  yielding  up 
of  the  goods 
quasi  in  integro 
is  to  be  con- 
sidered as  a 
restoration, 
notwithstand- 
ing some  spo- 
liation during 
the  detention* 


^HE  defendants  eftected  an  insurance  with  the 
plaintiff,  an  underwriter,  on  goods  consigned 
to  Russia.  The  vessel,  upon  her  arrival  in  Rtcssia^ 
having  been  detained  by  order  of  the  Russian 
government,  the  plaintiff  paid  the  amount  of  his 
subscription  upon  an  undertaking  by  the  defend- 
ants, that  if  the  property  should  be  restored,  the 
plaintiff  should  be  placed  in  the  same  situation. 
There  was  no  abandonment.  The  declaration 
averred,  that  the  property  had  been  restored,  but 
that  the  defendants  had  refused  to  place  the  plain- 
tiff in  the  same  situation. 

■ 

a 

The  cause  was  ultimately  referred  to  arbitration, 
but  a  doubt  having  previously  arisen  what  should 
be  considered  to  be  a  restoration  of  the  goods. 

Lord  Ellenborough  held,  that  if,  whilst  the 
goods  were  in  the  possession  of  the  Russian  govern- 
ment, they  were  guilty  of  a  spoliation,  yet  a  sub. 
sequent  .yielding  up  of  the  goods  quasi  in  integro 
was  to  be  considered  for  the  purpose  of  this  action 
as  a  restoration. 


[Attomies,  Kaje  &  Co.  and  DermetU  &  Co.] 
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De  la  Torre  v.  Barclay  and  Salkeld.  1814. 


nrHlS  was  an  action  by  the  plaintifl'as  the  indorsee  A  qualified 

of  two  foreign  bills  of  exchange,  against  the  *<^"««  ^y  * 
defendants  as  the  drawers.    Plea,  the  general  issue  relies  oa  an 
and  the  statute  of  linutations.  objection, 

^  which  would 

at  any  time 

To  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute,  the  plaintiff  ^^"^  **««^  * 

•J  .-  !_•   1.  J  i_       good  defence 

gave  m  evidence  a  conversation  which  passed  be-  to  the  action, 
tween  the  defendant  and  Mr.  Wadeson  within'  six  ^^^  not  take 
years  before  the  action  brought,  in  which  the  thr^^tcof 
defendant  said,  "  If  you  had  presented  the  protest  limiutions. 
*•  the  same  as  the  rest,  it  would  have  been  paid.  ^^^^^^ 
'*  I  had  then  funds  in  the  acceptor's  hands.''  holder  and  tht 

acceptor  of  a 
bill(dis- 

Lord  Ellenborouoh  was  of  opinion,  that  as  this  honoured  for 
was  a  qualified  admission,  in  which  the  defen(lant  ^-P^y^cnt), 
resisted  payment  on  an  objection  which  would  have  ceptorshaU 
exempted  him  from  payment,  the  law  would  not,  P*y  *®  *^® 

J       . ,         .  ^  •       1  •  holder  the 

under  the  circumstances  imply  a  new  promise.         amount  of  tht 

bill,  and  no 

But  on  further  inquiry,  it  turned  out  that  the  ^^J^  ^ 
defendants'  objection  did  not  relate  to  the  waat  of  drawer,  ai- 
protest  upon  the  first  dishonour  of  the  bill, ,  but  to  ^^^^  ^ 
the  want  of  protest  on  the  bill's  being  refused  pay-  bdng  then  a 
ment  on  a  subsequent  presentment  at  the  defends  bankrupt)  are 

^  ,  ^        ^  ^  parties  to  tttch 

ants'  request.  agwminu 

B  4  Upon 
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Upon  this  explanation,  Lord  Ellenborough  was 
of  opinion  that  the  answer  amounted  to  an  ad- 
mission of  liability,  since  a  second  protest  was 
perfectly  gratuitous  and  unnecessary. 

It  afterwards  appeared,  that  in  1803  Barclay 
and  Salkeld  became  bankrupts,  and  that  an  agree- 
ment was  entered  into  between  the  plaintiff,  the 
assignees  of  Barclay  and  Co.^  and  0*Brien  the 
acceptor,  which  recited  the  drawing  of  the  bill, 
the  acceptance,  that  the  plaintiff  had  become  the 
holder  for  value,  and  that  it  would  probably  be 
sent  back  for  non-payment ;  and  by  which  0*Brie?i 
agreed  with  the  assignees  and  with  the  plaintiff'  to 
pay  the  amomit  of  the  bill,  provided  he  should  not 
be  called  upon  to  pay  more. 

The  Attorney  Generaly  for  the  plaintiff",  con- 
tended, that  though  such  an  agreement  entered 
into  without  the  knowledge  of  the  drawer,  would 
discharge  him,  yet  that  in  this  case,  since  the 
assignees  were  parties,  it  amounted  to  nothing  more 
than  an  agreement  to  resort  to  the  acceptor  in  the 
first  instance,  but  not  to  discharge  the  drawer. 

But  Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that 
this  new  agreement,  by  which  the  condition  of  the 
acceptor  was  varied,  amounted  to  a  waiver  of  thie 
right  of  action  against  the  defendants,  who  were 
represented  by  their  assignees ;  —  and  the  plaintiff 
was 

Nonsuited. 


[Attomiesy  Wiltshire  8c  Co.  and  BourdilJon^'] 
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Wymee  v.  Page.  1814. 

'^mS  was  an  action  for  not  accepting  a  convey-  An  attorney 

ance  on  a  title  which  the  plaintiff  in  his  decla-  ^  ^  ^P" 

ration  alleged,  and  the  defendant  in  his  plea  denied^  the  puipoee 

to  be  marketable.  of  tuffering  a 

recorery  of 

The  case  came  on  upon  admissions,  from  which  unds,  as  of 
it  appeared  that  the  estate  in  question  was  copy-  co™™on  nght» 
hold,  and  that  it  was  the  custom  of  the  manor  to  be  an  expre« 
admit  upon  a  surrender,  of  copyhold  premises  for  custom  to  tbe 
the  purpose  of  suffering  a  recovery.     The  only  "^^^* 
question  was,  whether  a  party  could  appoint  an 
attorney  for  the  purpose  of  suffering  a  recovery. 
It  was  stated,  that  there  was  no  express  custom  to 
that  effect. 

Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that  such 
an  appointment  might  be  made  by  the  common 
law  as  of  common  right,  unless  there  was  an  ex- 
press custom  to  the  contrary. 

Abbott  contended^  that  in  inferior  courts  it  wa& 
not  of  course  to  ^point  an  attorney. 

Lord  Ellenborough. -~  I  think  the  point  too 
plain  to  be  reserved,  the  Court  would  think  I  heaped 
cases  upon  them. 

Leave,  however,  was  given  to  move  if  he  thought 
the  point  arguable. 

Scarlett,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Abbot,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomict,  JbuHu  aod  Barber*^ 


CASES 


ARGUED  AND  DECIDED 
AT 

NISI   PRIUS 

IN  K.B. 

At  the  Sittings  after  Easter  Term, 
55  George  III. 


SITTINGS  AFTER  TERM  AT  WESTMINSTER. 


1815.  Gaunt  v.  Hill. 


^  ^^^  ASSUMPSIT  for  non-payment  of  70/.  in  conai- 

pay  a  moiety  deration  of  forbearance.   The  defendant's  bro- 

of  the  debt  of  th^j.  being  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of 

wditOTwiu  140/.,  sufiered  judgment  to  go  by  default.     After 

at  a  specified  which  the  defendant  wrote  to  the  plaintiff  the  fol- 

time  of  meet-  i       •        i   . . 

iiig  accept  the  lowing  letter. 

proposal  and 

«  Sir, 


discharge  the 
debtor,  is  not 

binding  unless  **  That  it  may  not  be  iBaid  that  I  have  made  no 

^wieto^die  "  effort  to  save  my  brother  from  prison  ;  1  wish  to 

terms  in  writ-  **  know  if  you  will  givc  him  a  full  discharge  if  I  will 

'**•  "  pay  one  moiety  of  his  debt.     I  have  specified 

"  what 
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**  what  I  will  pay  and  no  more ;  if  you  will  accept       1815. 
^«  this,  call  upon  me  to-morrow  morning."  ^  ^^^'^^ ' ' 

This  letter  was  not  dated^  but  the  post  mark  ^^^^^ 
upon  it  bore  date  the  28th  of  March.  In  order 
to  shew  that  the  plaintiff  had  acceded  to  this  offer, 
he  read  a  letter  sent  by  him  to  the  defendant  on 
the  4th  of  Aprily  in  wliich,  after  remonstrating 
with  the  defendant  for  not  paying  one  moiety  ac- 
cording to  his  offer,  he  says,  ^*  I  have  taken  an 

opinion  on  your  letter,  and  am  informed  that  I 

can  recover  upon  it  against  you,   therefore   I 

shall  not  proceed  against  your  brother." 


€€ 
€€ 
it 


Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion  that  the 
defendant's  letter  was  a  mere  proposition  to  pay  a 
moiety,  reserving  a  power  to  do  any  thing  or 
nothing  as  he  pleased  the  next  day,  and  that  at  all 
events  it  would  be  necessary  to  shew,  that  the 
pl^ntiff  had  acceded  to  the  proposal  in  writing. 


Plaintiff  nonsuited. 


Jenis  for  the  plaintiff. 
Abbott  for  the  defendant. 


[Attomicty  Gauwi  and  Tajhn'] 


» • 
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1815.  Inman  r.  Stamp. 

An  agreement  ^SSUMPSIT  for  not  occupying  the  plaintifT^ 
Mgbgfata  lodgings  pursuant  to  the  defendant's  under- 
yearly  rent,  taking.  For  the  plaintiff  it  appeared  in  evidence, 
payable  in  ^.j^^^  ^y^^  defendant  had  verbally  agreed  to  take 

quarterly  por-  ...  .^       o 

tions,  (the  oc-  apartments  in  his  house,  to  be  entered  upon  at 
cupation  to      Ckristmos,  at  the  annual  rent  of  26/.  to  be  paid 

commence  on  *■ 

a  future  day,)  quarterly,    and   that   upon   the  strength    of  this 

is  an  agree-  agreement,    the    plaintiff   had  taken    down    the 

to^  mterest  advertisement  of  lodgings  from  his  window.  On 
in  Und,  within  fjjQ  24th  of  December^  the  day  before  he  was  to 

the  fourtT^  Yi^ye  taken  possession  of  the  lodgings,  the  defend- 

iection  of  the  ant  announced  to  the  plaintiff  his  determination  to 

^^^  ^  recede  from  his  bargain. 

Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion  that  this 
was  a  contract  for  an  interest  in  land,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  fourth  section  of  the  statute  of 
frauds,  and  therefore  that  the  agreement  was  void, 
but  held  that  it  would  have  been  otherwise,  if  the 
defendant  had  entered  upon  the  premises,  since 
that  would  have  been  a'  part-execution  ot  the 
contract. 

Jervis  for  the  plaintiff  contended,  that  the  taking 
down  the  advertisement  at  the  defendant's  request 
was  a  part  execution. 

But 
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But  Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that  1815. 

since  this  was  done  before  the  time  had  arrived  for  i^man 

taking  possession,  it  made  no  difference.  v. 


Stamp. 


Jervis  and  Lowes  for  the  plaintiff. 
Reader  J  for  the  defendant. 

[Atforniesy  Toultmn  and  BrpmUy.'] 


RussEL  V.  Headington. 

TVRIT  of  inquiry  after  judgment  by  default  in  C^-  Whether 
an  action  brought  for  non-perfbrmance  of  «.  ^^^'^ 

award.  assignment  of 

an  interest  t» 
A.  B.  wiU 

The  award  directed  that  the  defendant  should  warrant  an 
assign  according  to  law,  (a  certain  interest  speci-  ^'|°?*°*  ^ 
fied)  to  one  Duncan  upon  request.  cuton,  admi- 

mstraton,  and 

It  appeared  in  evidence  that  the  assignment 
tendered  to  the  defendant,  and  which  he  was  re- 
quired to  execute,  was  an  assignment  to  Duncan^ 
his  esecutorSf  administrators^  and  assigns. 

Gwmey  for  the  defendant  objected,  that  the 
assignment  tendered  was  larger  in  its  terms  than 
that  which  was  specified  in  the  award,  since  it  was 
not  confined  to  Duncan  only,  but  extended  to  his 
executors  f  administrators,  and  assigns. 

Park 
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Tarh  for  the  plaintiff  contended,  that  the  words 
"  according  to  law,**  virtually  included  his  execu- 
tors, administrators,  and  assigns. 

But  Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that 
a  personal  assignment  to  Duncan  himself  might  be 
meant,  and  said  he  would  save  the  point. 

But  subsequently  upon  his  Lordship's  rfecom. 
mendation,  in  order  to  save  future  expence,  the 
damages  were  assessed  at  i  o^  by  consent. 

Fork  for  the  plaintiff. 

Gumey  for  the  defendant. 


Redhead  and  Another  v.  Cator. 


^CTION  of  assumpsit  upon  a  guarantee  by  the 
defendant. 

The  defendant  was  the  English  agent  of  Nissen 
and  Co.  Russian  merchants  resident  at  Riga. 


A  vMielnot 

actually  built 

in  Russia,  but 

repaired  there 

at  an  expence 

exceeding  two 

thirds  of  the 

whole  value,  is 

not  of  the  built 

of  Russia,  under  the  navigation  acty  although  she  is  so  considered  by  the  laws  of  Russia. 

-—An  agent  in  this  country  for  fa|en:hants  the  sellers  of  goods  in  Russia,  who  guarantees 

^  that  the  shipment  shall  be  in  conformity  with  the  revenue  laws  of  Great  Britain,  so 

^  that  no  impediment  shall  arise  upon  the  importation  thereof,  or  that  in  default,  the  con^ 

**  sequence  shall  rest  with  the  sellers,''  makes  himself  personally  responsible  to  the  buyer. 

In  a  declaration  upon  such  a  guarantee  against  the  agent,  it  is  imnecessary  to  allege 
any  application  for  indenmity  to  the  principals. 

An  impediment  arising  from  non-compliance  with  the  navigation  act,  is  an  impedi- 
ment within  the  terms  of  the  guarantee. 

Such  a  guarantee  is  not  within  Ae  statute  of  frauds,  if  the  terms  of  the  agreement  can 
be  collected  from  the  written  correspondence  between  the  parties. 

4  The 
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The  plaintifis,  through  the  medium  and  at  the       1815. 
instance  of  the  defendant,  gave  Nissen  and  Co.  an     redhbad 
order  to  send  them  a  large  quantit;^  of  hemp,  and  and  Another 
other  articles  of  Russian  produce,  for  which  they     ^  ^' 
were  to  be  paid  by  bills  upon  Hurry  and  Co. 
bankers  in  London. 

Upon  the  arrival  of  the  vessel  on  board  of  which 
the  goods  were  sent,  she  was  not  suffered  to  unload, 
since  it  had  been  discovered  that  she -was  not  a 
Russian  built  ship,  but  had  been  built  in  Holstein^ 
and  subsequently  repaired  in  a  Russian  port,  and 
therefore  the  sending  such  a  ship  with  Russian 
produce  was  in  violation  of  the  navigation  act. 
The  plaintiffi,  upon  learning  that  the  vessel  had 
been  built  in  Holsteiuy  directed  Hurry  and  Co. 
not  to  accept  the  bills. 

Upon  the  1 3th  of  October  1 8 1 3,  Cator  wrote  to 
the  plaintiffs,  proposing  a  guarantee  on  the  behalf 
of  Nissen  and  Co.j  on  condition  that  the  plaintiff 
would  instruct  Hurry  and  Co.  to  honour  the  bills 
of  Nissen  and  Co.  This  was  rejected  by  the  plain- 
tiffs in  their  answer  of  the  27th  of  Octobery  in  which 
they  said  they  could  not  accede  to  the  proposal  of 
the  defendant,  or  make  any  other.  On  the  2d  of 
November  the  defendant  wrote  the  letter  which 
was  relied  upon  by  the  plaintiffs  in  support  of  their 
action. 

•«  Gentlemen, 
"  On  the  behalf  of  Nissen  and  Co.  of  Riga, 
*  <  I  hereby  guarantee  that  the  shipment  of  hemp  in 

*«  the 
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1815.       "  the  Catolina,  will  be  found  to  be  in  conformity 
^  r%    ^  "  with  the  revenue  laws  of  Great  Britain^  so  tliat 

Redhead 

and  Another  ^^  no  impediment  shall  arise  upon  the  importation 
^  ^'         ^*  thereof,  or  that  on  default  thereof,  the  conse- 

Cator 

"  quence  shall  rest  with  Nissen  and  Co. 

"  William  Cator.'* 


It  appeared  that  the  unloading  of  the  vessel  had 
been  stopped,  in  consequence  of  her  being  Holstein 
built  and  not  RussiaUy  and  that  the  plaintiffs  in 
consequence  had  been  put  to  considerable  expence* 

Scarkttf  for  the  defendant,  at  first  contended, 
that  in  order  to  constitute  the  vessel  a  Russian 
vessel,  so  as  to  satisfy  the  navigation  act,  it  was 
not  necessary  that  she  should  have  been  originally 
built  in  i22^^iSia,.but  that  she  might  be  so  considered, 
though  she  had  only  been  repaired  tliere,  and  that 
the  test  to  ascertain  this  was  the  amount  of  the 
expence  of  repairing;  for  by  the  law  of  Russia^  if 
the  repairs  of  a  foreign  vessel  in  a  Russian  port 
amounted  to  two-thirds  of  the  whole  value,  she 
was  considered  to  be  a  Russian  built  vessel. 

But  Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that 
a  vessel  merely  repaired^  and  not  built  in  Russia^ 
could  not  be  considered  as  a  Russian  vessel. 

Scarlett  then  contended,  that  no  count  in  the 
declaration,  was  applicable  to  the  present  case, 
since  there  was  none  which  alleged  an  application 

by 
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by  the  plamtifis  to  Nisaen  and  60.,  to  be  mdemiiffied      ^^^f* 
by  them  for  the  injury  sustained.  RtoSIo 

and  Another 

Trtiiat  the  defendant  had  engaged  tot  Nissen  and     CjjJ'ok 
CJSe).  and  not  for  himself,  afad  therefore  that  he  could 
not  be  personally  liable,  except  on  th6  refudAl  df 
Nissen  and  Co.  which  had  not  been  alleged. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  I  think  the  guarantee 
is  personally  binding  upon  the  defendant,  since 
Nissen  and  Co.  were  liable  to  answer  for  their 
neglect  in  sending  the  goods  in  an  improper  ship 
without  any  guarantee,  there  being  an  implied  un- 
dertaking on  the  part  of  every  person  who  selll 
goods  to  another,  to  send  them  by  a  proper  con- 
veyance ;  his  Lordship,  however,  saved  the  point 
for  the  future  consideration  of  the  Court. 

Scarktt  further  contended,  that  the  undertaking 
in  question  was  not  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  statute 
of  frauds  upon  the  authority  of  Wain  v.  Wdrlters^ 
5  Easti  and  also  that  the  impediment  did  not  aride 
from  yimoil  of  conformity  with  any  revenue  Icm^ 
^ce  the  navigation  act  under  which  the  stoppage 
had  taken  place  was  not  a  revenue  law. 

With  respect  to  the  first  point.  Lord  EiL£!r7fio« 
touGH  was  of  opinion  that  llie  case  did  not  ftfll 
within  the  scope  of  the  decision  in  JVafn  v.  WarltHvg, 
ktid  asl  to  the  latter,  that  though  the  navigaiio& 
iet  could  not  in  strictness  be  considered  a»  A 
t^vetiuelaw,  yet  that  the  latter  Vidids,  ^^  46  i^i  tA 

VOL.  I.  c  <<  &^ 
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,    ^^^^*       "  impediment,  &c/*  extended  the  guarantee  to 
Redhead    ^^^  present  case. 

and  Another 

«.  Verdict  for  the  plaintiffs,  subject  to  the  opinion 

of  the  Court,  on  tHe  construction  and  operation 
of  the  guarantee. 

Garrow  A.  G.  for  the  plaintiff. 

Scarlett  for  the  defendant. 


Scarlett  in  the  ensuing  TMnity  term,  moved  for 
a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  verdict  for  the  plain- 
tiff should  not  be  set  aside,  and  a  nonsuit  entered 
or  the  judgment  arrested.     He  submitted, 

I.  That  the  undertaking  was  not  personally 
binding  on  the  defendant. 

The  obvious  meaning  of  the  words  he  con- 
tended, was  that  Nissen  and  Co.  were  to  answer 
for  the  default  and  not  the  defendant,  he  also 
urged,  tliat  as  the  consideration  was  not  mentioned 
in  the  guarantee,  it  could  not  be  enforced  accord- 
ing to  the  doctrine  of  Wain  v.  WarlterSy  and  that  the 
terms  mentioned  in  the  letter  of  the  25th  of  Octo- 
ber,  could  not  be  considered  as  incorporated  with 
the  guarantee  of  the  2d  of  November^  since  they 
had  been  rejected.  He  also  objected,  that  the 
undertaking  was  illegal,  since  it  was  an  undertaking 
to  indemnify  the  plaintiffi  against  a  violation  of 
liie  revenue  laws. 

a.  That 
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2.  That  if  this  could  be  considered  as  a  gua-       1815. 
rantee  binding  on  the  defendant,  the  declaration    ^^^^ 
ought  to  have  alleged  notice  by  the  plaintiff  to  aod  Anotlier 
Nissen  and  Co.,  and  a  demand  upon  them,  and  a     ^* 
refusal  on  their  part  to  indemnify  the  plaintiff,  since 
the  undertaking  was  that  Nissen  and  Co.  should 
bear  the  loss,  and  therefore  it  was  for  the  plaintiffs 
to  shew  that  Nissen  and  Co.  had  not  borne  the  loss. 

But  the  Court  were  of  opinion,  that  tlie  obvious 
meaning  of  the  words  was,  that  the  defendant 
bound  himself  on  behalf  of  Nissen  and  Co.^  and 
that  the  plaintiffs  could  not  upon  that  guarantee 
have  sued  Nissen  and  Co.f  unless  they  could  have 
shewn  that  the  latter  authorised  the  guarantee. 
That  the  case  did  not  fall  within  the  statute  of 
frauds,  since  there  was  sufficient  in  writing  to 
shew  what  the  consideration  really  was. 

That  the  undertaking  on  the^  part  of  the  defend* 
ant  was,  that  no  damage  should  ensue  from  the 
default  of  Nissen  and  Co.,  and  that  it  was  there- 
fore sufficient  for  the  plaintifl^  to  allege,  that  they 
had  been  damnified  by  the  default 

Rule  refused. 

[Attoraits,  B^sweii  and  Cooper  and  Lovte.^ 


C   2 


90  CASES  AT  NISI  PRIUS, 


COURT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS. 


SITTINGS  AT  WESTMINSTER. 


1815.  BiDDLE  and  Loyd  v.  Emanuel  Levt. 

Ooodtatesup-  TPHIS  was  an  action  by  the  plaintifis,  who  were 
1^!^^*  ""'  manufacturers  of  glass  at  Birmingham^  against 

fruiduknt  re.   the  defendant  a  trader  in  London,  for  goods  sold 
STS^rdS  "*^  delivered. 

be  b  about  to 

KUnqu-uh  hi.  The  plaintiffs  had  dealt  with  the  defendant  for 

favour  of  the  some  time  previous  to  the  period  when  the  de* 

^' *JJ,®"»^  fendant  informed  the  plaintiffs,  that  he  was  about 

given  to  the  to  retire  from  business,   and  that  his  son  Samuel 

ton,  the  father  L^  would  succeed  him,  he  added,  that  he  should 

the  proceeds,  ^^®P  ^  watchful  eye  over  him,  and  afterwards  in- 

it  responsible  troduced  him  personally  to  the  plaintiffs.     Upon 

for^gocSTwid  ^^^^^  representation  the  plaintiffs  supplied  the  son 
and  delivered.    Samuel  h&oy  with  goods  to  the  amount  of  8oo/. 

The  plaintiffs  contended,  that  though  the  credit 
was  given  to  the  son,  yet  that  under  the  circum- 
stances,  the  father  was  liable  on  the  ground 
that  his  conduct  was  fraudulent,  the  son  at  Uie 
time  the  goods  were  supplied  being  a  minor  about 
the  age  of  1 7,  and  that  the  representation  wliich  the 
fatlier  had  made  was  false,  and  intended  for  the 
purpose  of  evading  all  responsibility. 

i  2  GiBBS 
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GiBBs  C.  J.  in  summing  up  to  the  jury,  informed  1815. 
them,  that  if  the  father  had  falsely  represented  to 
the  plaintiffi,  that  he  was  about  to  recede  from 
business  and  place  his  son  in  his  shoes,  in  order 
that  the  plaintiffs  might  have  no  one  to  resort  to 
who  was  responsible,  he  was  liable  in  the  present 
action,  whether  in  fact  he  had  a  secret  interest 
conjointly  with  the  son,  or  the  son,  contrary  to  the 
defendant's  representation,  had  no  interest  what- 
soever in  the  profits.  On  the  first  supposition  the 
defendant  would  be  liable  as  a  co-partner  with  his 
son,  since  he  had  not  pleaded  in  abatement ;  on 
the  second  he  would  be  liable  wholly  as  principal, 
having  taken  into  his  own  hands  that  fund  out  of 
which  the  creditors,  who  trusted  the  son,  might 
naturally  expect  to  be  paid. 

His  Lordship  in  conclusion  informed  the  jury, 
that  the  whole  case  turned  upon  the  representation 
made  by  the  defendant,  that  if  they  were  of  opinion 
that  the  representation  was  false  and  fraudulent, 
they  ought  to  find  for  the  plaintiffs,  if  on  the  con- 
trary, they  believed  tiiat  it  was  made  bondjide  they 
should  find  for  the  defendant. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Best  and  Pell  Serjts.  and  Comyn  for  the  plaintiffi. 

Vaughan  and  Rough  Serjts.  and  BamwaU  for  the 
defendant. 

[Attoroies,  Majbetut  &  Gp.  and  haac»'\ 

c  3 


22  CASES  AT  NISI  PRIUS, 


IN  THE  KING'S  BENCH. 

*  &SBSSSSBBS5SS 

1815. 

^       V        ^  Lawrence  v.  Obee. 

May  27. 

A.  having  re-   'THIS  WES  an  action  of  trespass  for  driving  hold- 

mages  agabrt         ^^^  ^^*^  *^®  ^^  ^^  ^^  plaintifPs  house,  for 

B.  for  drMng  the  purpose  of  supporting  a  water  closet,  erected 

A.'i  wall  ^  ^y  *^®  defendant  close  to  the  outer  wall  of  the 
ordertosupport  plaintifTs  house. 

a  nuisance 

iSSrf't^*^  It  was  admitted  that  the  f^laintiiF  had  already 
pass  for  the  recovered  405.  damages  for  the  original  trespass, 
^*^^]J^^^  and  that  the  damkges  now  sought  to  be  recovered, 
form  of  these-  were   for  the   continuance   of  the    injury  com- 

SSwtle    P^"^d  Of. 
ud  not  tret- 

P*^  Lord  Ellkkborough  C.  J.  inclined  to  the  opi- 

nion, that  the  form  of  action  should  have  been  case 

and  not  trespass,  (a) 

The  cause  was  referred. 

Garrwv  A.  G.  for  the  plaintiff. 
Park  for  the  defendant. 

[ Attornies,  Carton  and  JoneiJ} 


{a)  Qu,  whether  in  such  a  case  to  such  a  time,  and  then  to  aver 

it  would  not  be  proper  to  state  in  that  the  defendant^  from  that  time 

the   declaration  the  original  tres-  down  to  the  period  of  bringing 

pass,  and  the  special  inconvenience  the  second    action,    had   suffered 

whith  resulted  from  it»  and  that  the  nuisance    to    remain    to    the 

Ae  plaintiff   had    recovered    da-  further  damage,  &c. 
sittfct  in  respect  of  such  injury  up 
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ADJOURNED  SITTINGS  IN  LONDON. 


Bruce  and  Others  v.  Hurlt.  ISIS. 


A  SSUMPSIT  by  plaintifis  as  the  indorsees  of  a  Adepodts 
promissory  note,  dated  Men/  19, 18 14,  made  by  J^J^* 
the  defendant  for  the  sum  of  sooL  payable  to  nunorynote 
Young  and  Co.  or  order,  two  months  after  date.       5*  *  f*^*^ 

^  '  for  advances, 

B.  is  entitled  to 

The  plaintiff,  bankers  in  London^  kept  an  a<s  "^^^^ 
count  with  Young  and  Co.  bankers  at  Taunton,  before kbcf^ 
The  note  had  been  indorsed  by  Young  and  Cb.,  ^*^  ^  ^ 
and  placed  along  with  other  securities  by  Young  the 


and  Co.  in^  the  hands  of  Bruce  and  Co.^  and  had  been  ^®  «»We  a  ta 
sent  by  Bruce  and  Co.  on  the  day  before  it  became  Sow^w^tiie 
due  to  Young  and  Co.    The  note  was  not  paid  »^«i^»«id 
when  due,  and  after  the  bankruptcy  of  Young  and  noterLained 
Co.  had  been  found,  by  their  assignees,  amongst  inA.'shindt 
their  papers.    In  order  to  shew  for  what  purpose  niptcy,**Md 
the  note  had  been  sent  by  the  plaintiffs  to  Young  then  came  iottt 
and  C0.9  the  plainti£&  proposed  to  read  theiir  letter  ^jP^^*^^ 
addressed  to  Young  and  Co.  in  which  the  note  had  ces. 
been  sent. 

The  Attomey-General  for   the    defendant  ob- 
jected to  this :  but, 

c  4  Lord 


1815.  Lord  Ellenborough  C.  J.  was  of  opinion,  that 

Bruce  ^^  ^*  could  be  shewn  that  the  letter  was  the  enve- 

and  Others  lope  in  which  the  note  was  sent,  it  might  be  read 

_  ^'  in  evidence  as  a  declaration  accompanying  an  act. 

The  letter  (which  was  then  read,)  contained  an 
account  of  other  bills  and  notes,  and  with  respect 
to  the  note  in  question,  this  expression,  "  we  send 
"  you  Hurly^%  note/' 

The  plaintifls'  clerk  stated,  that  he  had  the 
custody-  of  the  securities  deposited  in  the  plaintifTs 
Kands,  and  that  this  had  been  amongst  the  num- 
ber. Being  asked  for  what  purpose  the  note  in 
question  had  been  sent  back  to  Young  and  Co.f 
ihe  questimi  was  over-ruled,  but  he  was  allowed  to 
0tete  what  the  plaintiffs'  usual  course  and  habit 
of  dealing  had  been,  which  was,  when  a  bill  or 
Bote  was  nearly  due,  to  send  it  down  to  the  per- 
son ftom  whom  they  had  received  it  as  a  security, 
to  pirooure  payment,  when  the  party  liable  lived  in 
the  same  neighbourhood.  It  also  appeared,  that 
whea.  the  bill  was  due,  Young  and  Co.  had  over- 
A»w»  the  amount  of  their  securities  in  the  hands 
q£  Jfim^e  andf  Co. 

liOrd^  Ex.LBNBoiiouoH  waa  of  opinion,  that  there 
was  evidence  to  shew  that  the  note  had  been  sent 
down  by  the  plaintiffe  to  Young  and  Co.,  for  the 
purpose  of  procuring  payment : 

And  the  plaintiffi  had  a  verdict. 

Park 
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J^ark  and  for  the  plainti&  1815. 

Bbucs 

Gartxm  A.  G.  and  Gij^d  for  thei  de&odaot^         and  Othen 

[Attornles,  Scoti  and  Stmter.^  HlUUlT. 


Glossop  V.  CoLMAN  and  Others.  * 

ASSUMPSIT  for  goods  sold  and  delivered*    The  A  fiuherwho 
defendants  were  the  proprietors  of  the  Hcaf^  j^tM^hk 
market  Theatre,  and  the  action  was  brought  to  re-  son  u  his 
cover  the  amount  of  oil  and  other  articles,  supplied  ^h^'J^^^biUs 

^Or  the  use  of  the  theatre*  and  signs  re- 

ceipts in  their 
joint  nanies>  in 

The  son  of  the  plaintiff  was  called  to  prove  his  an  action 
case,  and  upon  cross-examination  it  appeared  that  at  ^^^^^^  "*  ^» 

*  ,       *  *  own  namet  is 

the  time  when  the  goods  in  question  were  supplied,  not  precluded 
the  plaintiff  held  out  to  the  world  that  the  son  ^jf^^^*^? 
was  in  partnership  with  him,  and  that  the  father  not  a  paitner. 
had  frequently  given  receipts  in  the  joint  names, 
that  the  bills  had  been   made  out  in  the  joint 
names,  for  articles  supplied  to  the  theatxe,  and  that 
the  very  bill  for  the  articles  in  question  was  made 
out  in  the  same  manner.     The  witness,  however, 
swore  that  he  was  not  a  partner  when  the  goods 
were  supplied,  and  was  then  only  1 7  years  of  age, 
and  that  he  had  no  share  in  the  concern  till  18 14, 
when  his  father  gave  up  the  whole  of  the  business. 
in  his  favour. 

It 
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^^^S.  It  was  objected  by  Scarlett  for  the  defendant, 

Glosso^  *^^*  ^^  father  had  precluded  himself  from  suing 

V.  alone  by  holding  the  son  out  to  the  world  as  his 

^d'Shen.  P^^«^^  ^d  by  signing  such  receipts. 

Garrow  A.  G.  contended,  that  this  was  only 
prima  facie  evidence,  and  not  conclusive,  and  that 
the  son  being  an  infant  at  the  time,  could  not  be 
looked  upon  as  a  partner. 

Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that  the 
conduct  of  the  father  in  giving  receipts,  &c.  was 
competent  evidence,  but  thought  that  it  would  be 
going  too  far  to  nonsuit  the  plaintiff  upon  it :  He 
was  willing  to  reserve  the  point  His  Lordship  also 
said,  that  though  an  infant  was  in  general  repelled 
from  ^  contract  of  partnership,  as  being  of  too 
hazardous  a  nature  for  an  infant  to  engage  himself 
in,  yet  undoubtedly  upon  the  most  ancient  autho* 
rities,  he  might  make  a  contract  for  his  own 
benefit 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  Court  of  K.  B.  on  motion  made  in  the  en- 
suing term«  refused  a  rule  rust  for  a  new  trial  on 
this  ground,  but  granted  it  on  another. 

[Attorniet,  Toung  and  Sermon»'\, 
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ROCHER  V.  BUSHER.  1815. 

ASSUMPSIT  for  work  and  labour,  and  on  the  The  owner  of 


common  counts.  ave«el  IS 

liable  for 
motuy  fupplied 

The  plaintiff  was  a  merchant  resident  at  Oporto^  to  the  captain 


and  claimed  the  amount  of  goods  and  monies  sup-  ^  *  orovided 
pHed  to  the  captain  of  the  defendant's  vessel  at  the  supply  be 
Oporto,  for  the  use  of  the  ship.  absoiutdy  ne. 

cetsaiy  for  the 
use  of  the 

The  Attorney-General  for  the  defendant,  dis- 
puted the  items  for  money  advanced  to  the  captain 
of  the  vessel,  contending,  that  in  point  of  law,  the 
owner  was  liable  only  for  necessaries  supplied  for 
the  use  of  the  ship,  and  not  for  monies  supplied  to 
the  captain,  to  be  subsequently  appropriated  by 
ium;  and  he  also  contended,  that  in  fact  the  monies 
^  not  been  applied  to  the  use  of  the  ship.  The 
<^ptain  (whom  Lord  Ellenborough  held  to  be  a 
competent  witness)  (flt),  proved  generally,  that  cer* 
t^n  sums  advanced,  had  been  so  applied. 

• 

Lord  Ellenborough  C.  J.  In  strictness,  a 
claim  of  this  kind  is  limited  to  articles  supplied 


(e)  See  Bvaru  v.  Willianu  and  the  ground  of  necessity  f  but  on 

^tn,  sittings  at  Guildhall  after  the  ground  that  he  stood  indiffe- 

'^'imty  Termf    2%  G*  z*   coram  rent  between  the  parties,  yT.R. 

^ft^  KiujoOf  who  ruled,  that  the  481.  fu 
^'ttaeis  was  competent,    not    01^ 

1 1  through 


ta 
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1815. 

ROCHER 
Bi/SHER. 


through  necessity.  But  where  the  same  necessity 
Exists,  money  may  be  supplied  as  well  as  goods,  and 
the  amount  recovered,  this  however  must  not  be 
understood  of  an  indefinite  supply  of  cash,  which 
the  master  may  dissipate,  but  only  such  as  is  war- 
ranted by  the  exigency  of  the  ease^  as  &c  the  pay- 
ment of  duties  or  other  necessary  purposes.  I 
once  held  that  proof  of  the  strict  application  of  the 
money  U>  the  purposes  of  the  ship  was  necessary, 
and  Mr.  J.  Heath  sitting  for  the  Chief  Justice  o€ 
the  Common  PleaSy  did  the  same*  We  ace  in  tim 
case  left  much  in  the  dark,  and  I  cannot  advise  you 
to  find  more  than  you  may  deem  to  have  been  ab- 
solutely necessary  for  the  use  of  the  vessel. 

Verdict  for  the-  plaintiffl 


Park  and 


for  the  plaintiE 


Garrow  A.  G.  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies,  PaUrson-vkd  Biuni  Bt  Co>2 


Monday, 
May  %%• 

A  copy  of  a 
letter  contain- 
ing notice  of 
the  dishonour 
of  a  bill  it  ad- 
missible with- 
out notice  to 
produce  the  original. 

Proof  that  duplicate  notices  of  the  duhonourof  abiil  wvre 'writCniymdithat  vlittir  w«» 
delivered  to  the  defendant*  upon  the  dishonour  of  a  bilU  togedier  nitb  pnnf  of  nolice^  to 
produce  the  letter  so  delivered^  as  containing  notice  of  diihonov  is  evidence  (on  default 
of  production)  that  tKe  defendant  had  nodce. 

that 


Roberts  v.  Bradshaw.  > 

A  CTION  on  a  bill  of  exchange  by  the  indorsee 

against  the  drawer.     In  order  to  prove  notice 

of  the  dishonour,  the  Attomey-General  for  the 

plaintiff  called  a  clerk  of  the  plainti^  who  stated 
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tbat  on  the  ad  of  February^  the  day  on  which  the       ms. 
bill  had  been  dishonoured,  his  master  gave  him  two 
papers  to  compare  with  each  other,  one  of'  which         tn 
the  witness  now  {»*oducedt  and  purported  to  be  a  ^*^^*^ 
notice  of  the  dishonour  cf  the  fadll  in  question. 

Topping  for  the  defendant  objected,  that  this 
could  not  be  read  without  proof  of  notice  to  pro- 
duce that  which  had  been  so  delivered ;  but 

Lord  Ellenborough  C.  J.  was  of  opinioui  that 
a  letter  acquainting  a  party  with  the  dishonour  of 
a  bill  was  in  the  nature  of  a  notice,  and  that  it 
was  unnecessary  to  prove  notice  to  produce  such  a 
letter. 

Upon  further  examination  the  witness  stated* 
that  upon  the  day  after  he  had  compared  the  two 
papers,  he  carried  a  letter  from  the  plaintiff  to  the 
defendant,  but  did  not  know  the  contents. 

Lord  EiXENBoaouGH  was  of  opinion,  that  this 
was  not  sufficient  evidence. 

The  plaintiff  then  proved  the  service  of  a  notice 
on  the  defendant,  calling  upon  him  to  produce 
a  letter  fix)m  the  plaintiff,  giving  him  notice  of 
the  dishonour  of  the  bill  mentioned  in  the  decla^ 
ration* 

The  Attorney-General  contended,  that  this  was 
sufficient  evidence  to  go  to  a  jury,  that  the  original 

had 
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1815.      had  been  sent,  and  that  it  lay  upon  the  defendant 
RoBUTs    *^  ^^^^  ^y  producing  it,  that  the  letter  proved  to 
V.         have  been  delivered  on  the  3d  of  February^  was 
Bradshaw.  nothing  more  than  an  invitation  to  dinner,  or  some- 
thing else  equally  unconnected  with  the  dishonour 
of  the  bill  in  question. 

Topping.  No  answer  has  been  given  to  the  ob- 
jection, a  notice  is  of  no  avail  to  warrant  the  read- 
ing of  a  copy,  unless  the  party  be  proved  to  have 
been  in  possession  of  the  original,  on  the  contraiy 
the  notice  itself  assumes  the  fact  of  possession. 

Lord  Ellenborough  C.  J.  I  think  certainly 
that  there  is  a  looseness  in  this  evidence,  and  you 
may  afterwards  move  the  Court  upon  it.  Suppos- 
ing, however,  that  the  paper  delivered  had  been  a 
perfect  blank,  or  contained  matter  wholly  uncon- 
nected with  the  dishonour  of  the  bill,  you  might 
have  produced  it  and  shewn  the  fact  to  be  so,  since 
it  is  evident  what  letter  was  ^e  object  of  the 
plaintiff's  notice.  This  is  the  first  time  the  identity 
of  such  a  letter  has  been  so  minutely  scrutinized, 
and  the  proof  might  in  many  instances  be  attended 
with  great  difficulty,  as  where  letters,  after  being 
written,  are  placed  upon,  the  table,  it  might  after- 
wards be  exceedingly  difficult  to  identify  them 
with  those  afterwards  put  into  the  post-office. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff 

The 
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Hht  Attorney 'General  and  Walton  for  the  plaintiff.       l^is. 

RoBimTs 

Topping  for  the  defendant  v. 

Brajdshaw. 

In  the  ensuing  term  the  Court  refused  a  rule 
md  for  a  new  trial. 


Upon  application  made  to  appoint  particular  Roieattotlie 
days  for  the  trial  of  special  jury  causes,  where  ^^J^JJ^ 
there  was  no  defence,  Lord  Ellenborough  said,  days  for  special 
I  wish  this  to  be  understood  to  be  the  rule  in  ^"L!5"*?*i 

not  def ended. 

future. 

w 

If  the  jury  has  been  reduced  and  a  case  be  made 
out  shewing  that  there  is  no  defence/ 1  will  appoint 
a  particular  day,  that  the  plaintiff  may  have  the 
benefit  of  the  trial ;  but  if  the  jury  has  not  been 
reduced,  the  trial  must  come  on  as  a  common  jury 
cause. 

[[Attonues,  fFaliw  and  IjaaaonJ] 


3& 
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1816. 


Giles  and  Headings  "0.  Dyson  and  Gk£CN^#telt, 

Administrators  of  Seward. 


As  Manwt  an  A'^'^^^^'^^'^  against  the  defendants  a»  adthiniii 

administrator,  trators  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  to  the 

debto  due  to  intestate.     The  defendants  had  severally  pleaded 

are  not  to  be  the  general  issue  and  plene  administravit.     The 

considered  as  plea  of  pkne  adnuTUStravit  was  admitted    as  to 

!l^Siy  re.  Oreenwelly  but  denied  as  to  Dyson. 

ceivedi  al- 

^tedV^e         '^^^  defendant  I^son  had,  in  the  year  iBi  i,  ex- 
adminbtrator^s  hibited  an  inventory  in  the  ecclesiastical  court,  and 
JJ^J^  *®     the  question  was,  whether  the  several  items  of  dii- 
As  against    burscmeut  which  it  contained  were  allowable. 

creditors  an  ad- 
ministrator 
cannot  be 
allowed  for 
disbursements, 

in  the  school-  in  his  invefitory  allowed  to  be  due  to  the  estiit^, 
ing,  feeding,  or  and  which  he  did  not  represent  to  be  desperate, 

cloatnmgof  the  .11  1  •       i        1 

intesute's  wcrc  to  be  Considered,  as  actual  assets  m  the  de- 
children,  subse-  fendauts'  hauds,  and  he  cited  the  case  of  Smith  v. 
q'**"  y  o        DatdSf  Selw.  N.P.  712.,  where  the  rule  is  so  laid 

down,  but  he  admitted  that  it  was  competent  to  the 
defendant  to  shew  that  these  debts  had  not  been 
paid. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  You  must  prove,  pre- 
sumptively  at  least,  that  these  debts  have  been  paid; 
that  presumption  may  depend  on  the  time  and  a 


Bichardstm  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  first  plac6 
contended,  that  certain  debts  which  the  defendant 


decease. 

Semhlef  he 
is  endtled  for 
the  reasonable 
charges  of  col- 
lecting the  in- 
tesute's 
debts. 

After  put- 
ting in  an  in- 
ventory, it  is 
for  the  admi- 
nistrator to  dttchai^  himadf  of  the  items  which  it  contains. 


number 
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mimber  of  other  circumstances,  but  upon  the  plea  1815. 

ofplene  administravit  it  is  necessary  to  prove  that  Giles 

effects  came  into  the  hands  of  the  defendant;  this  and  Another 

is  the  universal  practice.  j^*' 

and  Another. 

One  item  of  expenditure  contained  in  the  in- 
ventory, was  for  cloaths  and  other  necessaries 
provided,  and  schooling  paid  for  the  use  of  the 
intestate's  children  since  his  death. 

Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that  such 
expences  were  inadmissible,  as  against  creditors. 

Another  item  consisted  of  charges  at  the  rate  of 
5/.  per  cent,  for  collecting  the  debts  of  the  intes- 
tate; and  upon  this  and  some  otlier  items, 

Lord  Ellenborough  held,  that  it  was  necessary 
for  the  defendant  to  prove  that  the  charge  was 
reasonable,  it  might  under  particular  circumstances 
be  an  inadequate  remuneration,  under  other  cir- 
cumstances it  might  be  a  most  exorbitant  charge, 
and  that  after  the  putting  in  of  the  inventory,  it 
was  for  the  def^dant  to  discharge  himself  of  the 

items. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintifis. 

The  amount  of  the  damages  referred. 

Richardson  and  Giffbrd  for  the  plaintifii. 
Park  and  Moore  for  the  defendants. 

[Attomkif  Robinsou  Cff  Co,  and  Surmafi»} 
▼OL.  I.  P 


34  CASES  AT  NISI  PRIUS, 


1815.  Wilson  v.  Swabsy. 

Notice  to  the      A  SSUMPSIT  bv  the  indorsee  against  the  drawer 

drawer  of  a        ^^  ^  & 

biu  of  ex-  01  a  DiU  oi  exchange. 

change  of  its 
dishonour  by 

anj  party  to         The  bill  became  due  on  Thursday  the  2d  of 
the  biu,  enures  ][farch :  notice  of  the  dishonour  was  communicated 

to  the  benefit 

of  jOI.  to  Lewis  an  indorser  on  the  Friday ^  and  by  him  to 

the  defendant  on  the  Saturday. 

Reader  for  the  defendant  objected,  that  the 
notice  had  not  been  given  by  the  party  who  sued 
upon  the  bill.     But, 

Lord  Ellenborouoh  was  of  opinion,  that  notice 
from  any  person  who  was  a  party  to  the  bill  was 
sufficient. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Reader  for  the  defendant. 

[AttoroitSi  Lane  and  Coates^l 
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Crisp  r.  Andersok.  1815. 

ASSUMPSIT,  for  work  and  labour  and  materials  Againu  a  party 

•r^««««^  ^^®  refuses 

to  produce  an 

The  plaintiff  proved  work  done  by  him  to  the  ?fj^^^ 
amount  of  near  48/.,  on  board  the  ship  Brunswick,  sumed  that  it 
for  the  defendant ;  and  he  also  proved  that  a  sky-  "  ^^^^ 
light  had  been  delivered  to  the  defendant  by  the  party  refusing 
plaintiff,   which   the  defendant    had    sent    back,  "*' liberty  to 

*  ,  prove  the  con- 

alleging  (which  was  not  the  fact),  that  it  was  made  tnuy. 
of  improper  materials. 

The  defence  was,  that  by  a  written  agreement 
between  the  parties  the  price  oIl  the  work,  exclusive 
of  the  sky-light,  was  to  be  47/.  and  a  fraction,  one 
half  of  which  was  to  be  paid  when  the  work  was 
done,  and  the  other  at  a  period  which  had  not  then 
expired,  and  that  ^  the  defendant  had  paid  more 
than  one  half,  i.  e.  the  sum  of  24/.  into  court,  and 
as  the  plaintiff  had  not  proved  any  order  for  the 
sky-light,  the  plaintiff  ought  to  be  nonsuited. 

This  agreement  having  been  proved,  the  Attor^ 
net/'General  for  the  plaintiff  proposed  to  give  in 
evidence,  a  copy  of  an  agreement  relating  to  the 
sky-light,  the  original  having  been  shewn  to  be  in 
the  hands  of  the  defendant. 

D  2  Campbell 
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1815.  Campbell  objected,  that  before'  an   unstamped 

Q^  copy  could  be  read,  it  was  necessary  to  prove  that 

V.         the  original'  agreement  was  stamped. 
Andxrson. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  Am  T  to  presume  that 
this  agreement  is  unstamped  in  favour  of  a  de- 
fendant who  refuses  to  produce  it ;  I  ought  rather 
to  presume  omnia  rite  acta  particularly  after  notice. 
I  shall  assume  it  to  have  been  stamped  until  the 
contrary  appear. 

The  witness  then  stated,  that  the  original  was 
not  stamped,  and  the  evidence  was  rejected. 

The  Court  intimating  an  opinion,  that  as  the 
defendant  had  returned  the  sky-light,  not  on  the 
ground  that  he  had  not  ordered  it,  but  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  made  of  improper  materials,  he  had 
thereby  admitted  the  order. 

Campbell  objected,  that  the  oral  evidence  on  this 
head  was  inadmissible,  since  it  appeared  that  a 
written  agreement  existed  concerning  the  subject 
matter. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  I  do  not  know  that  the 
agreement  regulates  the  price,  and  I  <!annot  pre- 
sume any  thing  upon  the  subject 

The  plaintiff  had  a  verdict  for  the  value  of  the 
sky-light. 

The 
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The  Attorney-General  and  Lowes  for  the  plaintiff.       1815. 

Crisp 

Campbell  for  the  defendant.  v. 

Anderson. 

[AttomieS}  Weit  and  Hutcbinjon.'] 


GUILDHALL. 


Coram  Le  Blanc. 

Cottle  v.   Elizabeth   Aldrich,    Executrix    of  Wetincsday, 

Charles  Aldrich.  ^y  *^' 

i\  SSUMPSIT  against  the  defendant  as  executrix  a.  who  intcr- 

of  Charles  Aldrich.    Plea,  the  general  issue ;  ^^J^jJ 

and  ne  tmques  executrix.  B.,  under  the 

*    direction  of  C. 

The  plaintiff  proved  that  the  defendant  had  in-  ^^.^f^l^' 
termeddled  with  the  goods  of  Charles  Aldrich.  but  who  hat 

declined  to 

Upon  the  part  of  the  defendant  it  appeared,  that  S'^^aM^'^ 
Charles  Aldrich  had  appointed  three   executors^  as  executor  de 
namely,  his  brother  John  Aldrich^  John  Denton^  ^^^^ 
and  John  Taylor.     Probate  was  granted  to  John 
Aldrich^  the  usual  rights  being  reserved  to  the  two 
other    executors  when  they  should  come  in.  — 
Neither  Denton  nor  Taylor  proved  the  will. 

John  Aldrich^   residing  in  Ireland^  authorized 
Denton  and  the  defendant  EUzabeth  Aldrich^  to 

D  3  manage 
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1815.       manage  the  afiairs  of  Charks  Aldrich  for  him, 

Co  "  LE      which  they  accordingly  did,     John  Aldrich  by  his 

V.  will  appointed  Elizabeth  Aldrich  the  defendant, 

Au>Ricu«     along  with  miliam  Aldrich  and   William  JVeever 

his  executors ;  Elizabeth  Aldrich  alone  proved  the 

will  of  JoAw  Aldrich,  and  after  his  death  managed 

the  estate  of  C  ^,  under  the  direction  of  Denton. 

Park  for  the  defendant  contended,  that  since 
there  were  two  surviving  executors  of  Charles 
Aldrich,  the  defendant  could  not  be  charged  as 
executrix  de  son  tort,  and  that  in  this  case  she  acted 
as  the  agent  of  Denton,  one  of  the  legal  executors. 

The  Attorney 'General  iov  the  plaintiff  contended, 
that  although  Denton  might  be  liable,  having  acted 
as  executor,  he  could  not  constitute  the  defendant 
a  legal  agent  without  having  proved  the  will. 

Le  Blanc  J. —  It  comes  to  the  question  whether 
Denton  can  be  considered  as  an  executor,  not  hav- 
ing cloathed  himself  with  that  character  by  admi« 
nistering  to  the  effects.  I  should  be  glad  to  know 
by  what  authority  this  is  to  be  supported. — The  de- 
fendant  not  producing  any  authority  to  that  efiecL 

Tbe  plaintiff  had  a  verdict. 

Garrow  A.  G.  for  the  plaintiff. 

Park  and  Minchin  for  the  defendants. 

In  the  ensuing  term,  the  Court  refused  a  rule 
nisi  for  a  new  trial. 

[Attornies^  Swett  &  Co,  and  BriggsJ} 
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t. 

_  • 

COLTON  V.  LiNGHAM.  1815. 

HE  defendant  had  demised  to  the  plaintiff  a  An  agreement 
public  house  for  the  term  of  14  years,  upon  an  1^^^*^^^ 
a^^reement  that  the  plaintiff  should  be  it  liberty  to  that  the  latter 
q^uiit  the  premises  on  the  2Cth  of  March  18 14,  in  ^^*^  . 

-»-i  1         ^    n      -,  1  •  •,       liberty  toquit 

Inch  event  the  defendant  undertook  to  titke  th^  at  Lady-day 
miture  at  a  valuation,  ortopernrit  the  plaintiff  to  '^m,  in  which 
1^^  the  house  to  a  respectable  tenant.    In  Au^t  former  under- 
i^  S13  the  plaintiff  let  the  premises  to  Messrs.  CaU  takes  to  take 
^^^t  ofid  Co.,  who  were  to  continue  in  possession  ^  ^luJb^  *^ 
tiXl  the  25th  of  March  1814 ;  previous  to  the  25th  ^  permit  the 


or 


March  1 8 14  the  plaintiff  had  the  furnrtiire  S"^„*°',^, 
v'^dued  according  to  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  mpecubie 
a-»>d  gave  notice  to  the  defendant  that  he  intended  tr"^"?'^ 

P  ,  an  option  to  be 

to  give  up  the  premises  to  him  on  the  25th ;  the  exercised 
*e?fendant  however,  had  refused  to  t^e  the  fumi-  ^y  *^*  i^^» 

in  case  he  gives 

re,  &c.,  and  upon  this  breach  of  his  undertaking  up  the  pre- 
c  present  action  was  brought.  °"^   . 

the  tenant  to 

Park  for  the  defendant  contended,   that  the  «» undertenant 
l^^antiff'  ought  to  be  nonsdiited,  for  ist,  the  pro-  18x4,  iJnot^an 
I^^^tion  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  was  in  the  excnciic  of  his 
^^^emative,  either  in  case  the  plaintiflt  on  the  a5th  "«^'  ^^p^^n.. 
^^  March  18 14,  chose  to  relinquifth  the  premises, 
*-^  take  back  the  fixtures  at  an  appraisement,  or  to 
Permit  the  plamtiff  to  let  them  to  a  resf>ectable 
^^nant ;  this  was  an  option  to  be  exercised  cm  the 
part  of  the  defendant,  and  therefore  he  was  not 
^ound  to  take  the  fixtures  at  a  valuation. 

D  4  adly.  By 
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1815.  idly,  By  putting  Calvert  and  Co.  into  possession 

CoLTON  ^^  *^^  premises  as  tenants  to  the  plaintiff,  he  vir- 

V.  tually  exercised  his  option  upon  the  alternative, 

LiMGHAM.  ^j  elected  to  put  in  a  tenant- 

Le  Blanc  J.  was  of  opinion  on  the  first  point, 
that  the  option  was  given  to  the  plaintiff,  and  upon 
the  second,  that  since  Calvert  and  Co.  by  the  terms 
of  agreement  were  to  continue  in  possession  till 
Lady-day  only,  up  to  which  time  the  plaintiff  was 
bound  to  remain  tenant  to  the  defendant,  he  had 
not  exercised  his  option.       ^ 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Garrow  A.  G.  for  the  plaintiff. 
Park  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomlfilb  Lenvu  and  Riardon  (!f  Davu.l 


SITTINGS  AT  GUILDHALL. 


Thondiy,       LoYD  and  Othcrs  Assignees  of  Palmee  a  Bank- 
***y  *^*  nipt  V.  Stretton. 

A  pedricmiiir    TROVER  to  rccover  the  value  of  four  bills  of 

tredStor  it  a  ^  CXChanCC. 

competent  wit-  ^ 

nest  to  defeit  . 

the  fiTmH«'i^T4  aid  Cfca  tt  cot  down  the  petitioBing  credhcTs  debt. 

The 
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The  plaintifis  having  made  out  a  prima  Jade       1815. 


Park  for  the  defendant  proposed,  on  the  autho- 
rity of  Green  and  Jones  (a),  to  call  Wilkinson^  the 
petitioning  creditor,  as  a  witness  to  defeat  the  com- 
mission. 

The  Attorney-General  contended,  that  he  was 
incompetent. 

Lord  Ellenborouoh.  — Upon  principle,  I  think 
he  may  be  called  to  defeat  the  commission,  though 
he  cannot  be  called  on  to  support  it.  The  ground 
on  which  this  point  seems  to  be  most  disputable,  is, 
whether  a  petitioning  creditor,  after  the  representa- 
tion which  he  has  made  to  the  Great  Seal,  can  be 
permitted  in  a  court  of  law  to  overturn  that  which 
may  involve  the  interests  of  so  many  creditors. 

The  petitioning  creditor  was  then  called  and 
questioned,  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  that  the 
act  of  bankruptcy  had  been  concerted  between 
himself  and  the  bankrupt.  Upon  being  afterwards 
examined  as  to  the  debt  on  which  the  commission 
was  founded, 

The  Attorney-General  objected,  that  at  all  events 
he  was  incompetent  to  cut  down  his  own  debt. 


(a)  %  Campb.  R.  41  a* 

I^rd 
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1 8 13.  Lord  Ellenborough. — I  think  he  is  competent. 

JSL.       The  pl.in.iff  eventually  cho«  .o  be  nonsdted. 

TtrrTON.       ^^  Attame^'Gefteral  and  F.  Pollock  for   the 
plaintiff. 

PatA  and  Abbott  for  the  defendant. 

[AttornieSy  Knight  l^  Freeman  and  Haekett>^ 


CASES 

ARGUED   AND   DECIDED 
AT 

NISI    PRIUS 

IN  K.  B. 

At  the  Sittings  in  Trinity  Term, 
55  George  III. 


FIRST  SITTING  IN  TRINITY  TERM- 


Barnard  and  Another  v.  Leigh  and  Another.  1815. 

^        y 


A  CTION  on  the  case  against  the  defendants  as  AtheriffiuT. 
sheriff  of  Middlesejc  for  a  false  return  to  a  writ  g^'^der  a 

oiji.fa.  fi.  fa.  which 

he  retains  in 

The  defendants'  officer  had  taken  a  lease  and  ceiving  that 
some  fixtures  in  execution  under  the  writ  ofji.  fa.^  ^^  ^*  "**<^ 
the  former  was  proved  to  be  worth  8oo  or  1900/.  ^fraudulent. 
This  was  put  up  to  sale  by  an  auctioneer  employed  |»  not  ju^ified 
by  the  defendants,  but  some  suspicion  having  been  Sa7Ac^a)dt 
thrown  upon  the  title,  no  one  offered  more  than  imam  in  hit 

hands  for 
want  of  purchasers.  -»  He  ought  in  such  case  to  appljr  to  the  court  for  further  time>  on 
the  ground  of  the  special  circumstances. 

But  {jembUf)  in  an  action  for  a  false  return  under  these  ciccuiiutaneest  the  inadequate 
price  ofiered  is  the  proper  measiue  of  damages. 
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1815.       5/.  till  the  partner  of  the  auctioneer  bade  180/., 
'  Barnard  '  ^°^  ^^^  le2Lse  was  knocked  down  to  him  at  that 

and  Another  SUm. 

d  A  other  ^^^  defendants  afterwards  refused  to  assign  the 
lease  to  the  purchaser,  conceiving  the  sum  to  be 
inadequate,  and  the  sale  to  the  auctioneer  illegal, 
and  they  afterwards  returned  that  they  had  caused 
this  property  to  be  seized,  the  value  of  which  was 
unknown,  and  that  it  remained  in  their  hands  for 
want  of  buyers. 

Gumey  for  the  defendants  contended,  that  the 
sheriff  was  justified  in  making  such  a  return,  and 
cited  Keightly  v.  Birch  (a),  and  Cameron  v.  Rey- 
nolds (b)j  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  sheriffs  not 
to  permit  a  sale  at  so  inadequate  a  price,  and 
that  they  were  justified  in  refusing  to  assign  the 
lease  to  an  improper  purchaser.  That  as  to  the 
fixtures,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  sheriff'  to  sell  them 
with  the  lease,  for  otherwise  they  could  not  be  sold 
to  so  great  advantage. 

The  Attorney 'General  for  the  plaintiff  con- 
tended, that  with  respect  to  the  fixtures,  the  plain- 
tiff* was  at  all  events  entitled  to  recover.  The 
defendants  were  bound  to  sell  them,  and  might 
have  taken  them  to  a  broker's  shop  for  the  pur- 
pose.  It  was  at  all  events  the  duty  of  the  defend- 
ants  to  have  proceeded  to  a  second  sale  within  a 


{a)  3  Camp.  5 az.  {b)  Cowp.  403. 

I 2  con- 
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convenient  time,  and  to  have  taken  due  means  to       1815. 

procure  a  sale.  '  Barnard  ' 

and  Another 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  It  appears  to  me  that  v. 
the  plaintiffi  are  entitled  to  recover ;  I  do  not  how-  jujd^other 
ever  see  any  thing  reprehensible  in  the  conduct  of 
the  defendants,  except  that  they  have  employed 
persons  who  are  not  trust-worthy.  —  The  plaintiffs 
are  I  think  at  all  events  entitled  to  recover  the 
value  of  the  fixtures ;  as  to  the  lease  a  question 
of  law  arises.  The  sheriff  might  have  applied 
to  the  Court  for  time  to  make  his  return,  on  ac- 
count of  the  special  and  unforeseen  circumstances 
of  the  case,  and  the  Court  would  probably  under 
such  circumstances  have  enlarged  the  time ;  but 
here  he  has  returned  what  is  not  true,  that  the 
goods  remained  in  his  hands  for  want  of  buyers. 
The  sum  offered  indeed  was  not  adequate  to  their 
value,  but  they  remained  unsold,  not  for  want  of 
buyers,  but  because  they  had  been  put  into  the 
hands  of  roguish  brokers.  The  difficulty  is  as  to  the 
amount  of  the  damages.  My  present  inclination 
is  to  advise  the  jury  to  find  the  i8o/.  which  was 
the  sum  offered  for  the  lease,  and  the  value  of  the 
fixtures. 

His  Lordship  advised  the  jury,  and  they  found 
accordingly. 

The  Attomey-General  ^nd Bailej/  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Gvmey  and  Holt  for  the  defendants. 

[Attoraiet,  Frofwd  and  Smith,'] ' 


AS 
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1815. 


FIRST  DAY  AFTER  TERM  IN  LONDON. 


FoRMAK  V.  Jacob. 


^2^*^^^^  ASSUMPSIT  by  the  pljtintiff  as  the  indorsee, 
payable  a  ape-  against  the  defendant  as  the  acceptor  of  a  bill 

ci^  number  Qf  exchange^  dated  Constantinople  August  1 1 ,  1 8 1 4, 
tight,  the  real  directed  to  the  defendant  in  London,  payable  50 
day  of  present-  Jays  aftcT  sight,  to  Phillip  Phillip,  and  by  him 
ccptanoB  n«d  indorsed  to  the  plaintiff.  The  declaration  sdleged 
not  be  alleged,  a  presentment,  &c.  and  acceptance  on  the  day  the 
M«««n.e-t  bjji  bore  date,  and  a  presentment  for  payment  ac 
•ubwquent       cordingly. 

to  that  alleged 
may  ))e  proved. 

And  in  such  It  appeared  that  the  bill  had  in  fact  been  pre- 
cate  a  *y*»«-  sented  for  acceptance,  and  accepted  on  the  19th  of 
tkm  of  present-  September,  and  had  been  presented  for  payment  on 
mcntforpay.    the  I  ith  of  iSTot^emfer. 

ment,  when 
the  bill  became 

due  and  pay-        Lawes,  for  the  defendant,   objected  a  double 

able  is  sup-  •  •  111 

ported  by  proof  vanance  J  I  St,  on  the  ground  that  the  presentment 
of  a  present-  for  acceptance  where  the  bill  is  payable  after  sight 
day  when  the  ^^  material,  and  that  therefore  the  true  day  ought 
bill  in  fiict  be-  to  havc  becu  inserted,  and  adly  that  the  present- 

windLg"totfie  ^^^^  ^^^  payment  on  the  nth  of  November,  was 
previous  pre-  not  a  presentment  when  the  bill  became  dice  and 
•*°^"*°^       pat/able,  as  alleged  in  the  declaration. 

Lord 
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LrORD  Ellenborougm  was  of  opinion,  that 
**  rclien  the  bill  became  due  and  pay  able  j**  was  with 
respect  to  the  acceptor,  the  same  as  after  the  bill 
became  due  and  payable^  and  that  it  was  sufficient 
if  it  appeared  in  evidence  that  the  bill  had  been 
presented  for  payment  after  the  time  when  it  be- 
came due,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  bill  and 
the  date  of  presentment  for  acceptance. 


1815. 


FORMAN 

V. 

Jacob. 


It  afterwards  appeared,  that  the  name  of  the 
indorser  was  PhiUip  Phillips^  and  it  was  objected, 
that  this  waned  from  the  allegation  of  an  indorse- 
ment by  Phillip  PhiUip^  the  person  being  difierent. 
The  bill  itself  was  payable  to  Phillip  Phillips^  and 
the  name  was  so  indorsed  on  the  bill. 

Lord  Ellenborougm.  — Whether  the  name  on 
the  bill  be  the  party's  false  or  true  name  is  imma- 
terial, if  it  be  his  name  of  trade ;  the  only  question 
is,  as  to  the  identity  of  the  person. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 


A  variance  be- 
tween the  real 
name  of  anin- 
dorseTfand 
that  which  ia 
alleged  in  tht 

and  appeanoa 
the  bill  it  im^ 
nutcfiaL 


Park  for  the  plaintiff. 

Garrow  A.  G.  and  Lawes  for  the  defendant* 


[Attomiei  Kaje  tsf  Co,  and  Colli fuJ} 


4S 


CASES  AT  NISI  PRIU8, 


IN  THE  KING'S  BENCH. 


SITTINGS  AT  WESTMINSTER; 


After  Triniiy  Terni^ 
55  George  III. 

BmsTow  V.  Heywood, 


r^ASE  for  maliciously  holding  the  plaintiff' to  bail 
for  the  sum  of  4o/.|  although  no  sum  whatever 
was  due. 


The  declaration    alleged,    that  the  defendant 
arrested  the  plaintiff  and  detained  him  until  he 


AvcnneDt  in 
an  action  for 
a  malicions 
arresty  that 
the  defendant 
detained  the 
^phiadff  until  « 
befitmd  haiL 

'^^^,Mnd  bail. 

it  is  sufficient 

^Oon^-  ^^  '*  appeared  in  evidence,  that  upon  the  arrest, 
though  no  baU  the  plaintiff*  had  not  given  bail,  but  according  to 
was  put  m.      |.]^g  provisions  of  the  statute,  had  deposited  %oL 

Ati  averment  '  x  %j 

that  the  suit  it  in  the  hands  of  the  officer,  20/.  on  account  of  the 
whoUr  ended    debt,  and  10/.  for  the  costs. 

and  detemun- 

ed,is  eridenced 

by  proof  of  the 

rule  to  diKon- 

tinue  upon 

payment  of 

costs,  and  that  the  costs  were  taxed  and  paid. 

A.  having  by  (lis  laches  lost  all  right  of  action  on  a  note  indorsed  by  B.,  arrests  B^ 
and  afterwards  discontinues  the  action^  these  circumstances  <f o  not  of  themselves  so  ex- 
dude  all  probable  cause  as  to  afford  a  presumption  of  malice^ 

been 


LaweSf  for  the  defendant,  objected,  that  this  was 
a  variance,  since  the  inconvenience  proved  to  have 
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been  suffered,  was  of  a  different  nature  from  that       1815. 
specified ;  but  *  Bristow  ' 

V. 

Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that  since  it    Hjbywooin 
was  true  that  he  had  detained  the  plainti£^  although 
not  until  he  found  bail,  the  action  was  maintainable. 

The  plaintiff,  in  order  to  prove  the  allegation  in 
the  declaration  that  the  suit  was  wholly  ended  and 
determined,  gave  in  evidence  the  rule  to  discon- 
tinue  upon  payment  of  costs,  and  prove  also,  that 
the  costs  had  been  taxed  and  paid« 

Park  for  the  defendant,  objected,  that  some 
further  document  ought  to  be  produced,  in  order 
to  shew  that  the  cause  was  ended,  and  that  the 
roll  should  be  produced  with  the  judgment  of  dis- 
continuance entered  upon  it. 

The  Attorney-General  for  the  plaintiff,  answered, 
that  there  was  no  such  document,  there  was  nothing 
more  than  the  affidavit,  the  writ  and  the  rule  to 
discontinue. 

For  the  defendant,  it  was  replied,  that  a  roll 
would  have  been  ordered  upon  an  application  to  a 
judgcf  at  chambers,  and  that  the  rule  to  discon- 
tinue was  merely  optional,  and  that  in  Kirk  v. 
French  (a)  it  was  holden  to  be  insufficient  to  pro- 
duce a  judge's  order  to  stay  proceedings. 

Lord  Ellenborough,  after  inquiring  whether 
there  was  any  instance  of  such  an  application  ever 

^  {a)i  Etp.  So. 

VOL.  I.  E  having 


<0 


CASES  AT  NISI  PRIUS, 


1SI5. 


Briitow 
Hkywood. 


having  been  made,  observed  that  the  option  in  this 
case  had  been  exercised  by  the  defendant,  since  the 
costs  had  been  taxed  and  paid,  —  The  case  cited, 
(he  observed)  was  of  an  application  to  a  judge  to 
stay  proceedings,  and  was  a  judge's  order,  and  not 
a  rule  of  Court  to  discontinue. 

It  afterwards  a  eared,  that  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant  had  dealt  together  in  the  course  of  trade, 
and  that  the  plaintiff,  in  payment  for  some  goods, 
had  indorsed  to  the  defendant  a  promissory  note 
made  by  a  person  of  the  name  of  Chapman^  for  the 
sum  of  15/.  7^.,  this  bill  had  been  dishonoured 
when  it  became  due,  and  the  defendant  having 
neglected  to  give  due  notice  of  the  dishonour,  had 
by  his  laches  made  the  bill  his  own,  and  lost  all 
claim  against  the  plaintiff  as  the  indorser.  It  also 
was  stated,  that  the  defendant  had  signified  to  the 
plaintiff  his  intention  to  apply  to  Chapman  for  pay- 
ment, and  that  he  had  borrowed  7/.  from  the 
plaintiff  afler  the  dishonour  of  the  bill,  "and  before 
the  arrest. 


Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that  the 
discontinuance  of  the  action  did  not  exclude  the 
existence  of  a  probable  cause,  and  that  under  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  there  was  no  evidence  of 
malice,  for  though  the  defendant  ought  to  have 
given  notice  of  the  dishonour  of  the  note,  still 
the  note  itself  existed,  upon  which  the  plaintiff's 
name  appeared  as  an  indorser. 

Plaintiff  nonsuited. 

Garrow 
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Garrofw  A.  G.,  and  Comyns  for  the  plaintiff. 
Park  and  Lowes  for  the  defendant 


[Attomiesi  Majbevo  and  Collins^ 


1815. 


Bristow 
Hey  WOOD. 


Solomon  v.  Turner,  Bart. 

ASSUMPSIT  on  a  promissory  note  made  by  the 
defendant  payable  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendant's  signature  to  the  note*  having 
been  proved,  the  Attorney -General  for  the  defend- 
ant proposed  to  prove  that  certain  pictures  had 
been  sold  by  the  plaintiff  who  was  a  dealer,  to  the 
defendant,  at  prices  infinitely  exceeding  their  r6al 
value,  and  that  the  note  in  question  had  been 
given  as  a  security  for  the  price  of  one  of  these. 

Fork  for  the  plaintiff,  objected  that  it  was  not 
competent  to  the  defendant  to  give  in  evidence 
the  inadequacy  of  the  consideration  for  which  the 
note  was  given,  and  cited  Morgan  v.  Richardson{cL)^ 
and  Tye  v.  Gwynne  (6),  and  insisted  upon  the  dis- 
tinction between  want  of  consideration,  and  a  par- 
tial failure  of  consideration. 


Monday, 
June  19. 

A  defendant 
who  has  given 
his  promissory 
note*  as  the  sti- 
pulated price 
of  a  picture* 
cannot  give 
the  inadequacy 
of  the  consi- 
deration in  evi- 
dence, with  a 
view  to  dimi- 
nish the  da- 
mages, but  he 
may  give  it  in 
evidence  as  a 
circumstance 
indicatory  of 
fraud,  in  order 
to  defeat  the 
contract  alto- 
gether. 


{a)  Cited  7  East)  483.     i  Campb.  40.  n, 

E    1 


(^)  a  Campb.  346* 

The 


TURKSR. 


$2  CASES  AT  NISI  PRIUS, 

1815.  The  Attorney-General  for  the  defendant,  offered 

Solomon  *^  prove  that  two  notes  had  been  given,  one  of 
V.  which  for  the  sum  of  200/.  had  been  paid,  and  that 
that  sum  was  more  than  adequate  to  the  value  of  the 
pictures.  In  the  cases  cited,  the  articles  were  of 
a  perishable  nature,  but  in  this  case  the  plaintiff 
knew  that  the  pictures  were  of  little  value,  and 
therefore  he,  the  defendant,  was  at  liberty  to  resist 
the  claim,  on  the  ground  of  fraud  and  deceit ;  and 
he  cited  the  case  of  Fleming  v.  Simpson  (a). 

Lord  Ellenborough.  I  will  not  admit  the  evi- 
dence for  the  purpose  of  reducing  the  damages  by 
shewing  that  the  pictures  were  of  an  inferior  value, 
but  if  you  can,  by  the  inadequacy  of  the  value  and 
other  circumstances,  prove  fraud  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  so  as  to  shew  that  there  was  no  contract 
at  all,  the  evidence  will  be  admissible;  if  it  fall 
short  of  that,  it  will  be  unavailable. 

The  defendant  failing  to  give  such  proof,  the 
plaintiff  had  a  verdict. 

Park  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  Attorney-General  and  Adam  for  the  de- 
fendant. 

[AttornieS)  Jones  and  ffatkinjJ] 


(a)  I  Campb.  40.  rt.  Sec  Lewis  v,  Co6gnTe,  a  Taunt.  2. 
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Stone  v.  Metcalf. 


ASSUMPSIT  by  the  plaintiff  as  the  payee  against  An  indone- 
the  defendant  as  the  maker  of  a  promissory  ^^^J^  * 

note  for  lOOo/*  note»  purports 

to  have  been 
attested  by  a 

The  witness  who  proved  the  defendant's  sig.  •ub.eribmg 
nature  was  asked  upon  cross-examination  by  Top-  ^"»«">  ^ 

*  •  witness  must 

ping  for  the  defendant,  who  wrote  an  indorsement  be  called 
on  the  back  of  the  bill.  *®  f^"^ 

such  indorse* 
ment. 

The  Attorney 'General  for  the  plaintiff  objected  to     The  maker 
this,  since  it  appeared  that  the  indorsement  had  tiot^^^^^^ 
been  attested  by  a  witness  who  had  subscribed  his  signature  has 
signature  as  an  attesting  witness.  ^H^n^"* 

the  payee,  can« 

When  the  bill  was   read.   Topping  contended  ^q^J^^^** 
that  he  was  entitled  to  have  the  indorsement  read  being  read, 
as  well  as  the  body  of  the  note.  rJSofU^' 

note. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  The  plaintiff  is  entitled     ^.  *f*®"^ 

^  ment  indorsed 

to  have  the  note  read,  having  proved  the  defend-  on  a  note,  by 

which  the 
p]aind£^  the  payee,  undertakes  to  enlarge  the  time  for  payment  specified  in  the  body  of 
the  note,  cannot  be  considered  as  incorporated  with  the  note  so  as  to  render  an  agreement 
stamp  necessary. 

The  payee  of  a  note  indorses  upon  it,  my  will  and  desire  is,  that  the  money  shall  not  be 
called  in  for  two  years,  &c.  and  that  if  the  said  C.  S.  shall  wish  for  further  time,  he  shall 
liare  it  without  suit  at  law  until  three  years  next  after  my  decease;  jemSIty  these  are 
words  of  mere  indulgence  and  favour  and  do  not  operate  as  a  defeasance. 

Qtu  Whit  their  c^ct  would  be  as  between  the  maker  of  the  note  and  the  executors  of 
the  payee? 

£  3  ant's 


S*  CASES  AT  NISI  PRIUS, 

1815.       ant's  signature,  but  that  which  is  indorsed  upon 

Stone      *^^  ^^*^  ^^^  "^^  ^  different  instrument  wholly 
«.  unconnected  with  the  note. 

Metcalf* 

The  defendant  having  proved  the  indorsement 
by  the  subscribing  witness,  the  indorsement  was 
reai  in  these  terms,  "  Although  the  within  pro-' 

missory  note  is  payable  by  Charles  Metcalf  in 
'     months,  my  will  and  desire  is,  that  the 

money  shall  not  be  called  in  for  two  years,  and 
*^  that  if  the  said  Charles  Metcalf  shall  wish  for 
<*  further  time  he  shall  have  the  same  without  suit 
"  at  law,  until  three  years  next  after  my  decease. 
(Signed)  Stoned 


€€ 

€i 


Topping  contended  on  the  authority  of  Leeds  v. 
Lancashire  (a),  that  the  indorsement  was  part  of 
the  note,  and  therefore  that  as  this  was  an  agree- 
ment between  the  parties,  it  should  have  been 
stamped  fas  an  agreement,  and  declared  upon  as 
such. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  1  have  on  one  side  of 
the  paper  a  perfect  note  in  point  of  law,  and  on 
the  other,  that  which,  if  it  had  been  stamped,  might 
have  operated  as  a  defeasance,  but  without  a  stamp 
I  cannot  look  at  it.  Supposing  however  tliese 
words  to  be  incorporated,  they  are  words  of  mere 
indulgence  and  favour ;  he  says  my  will  and  desire 
isy  &c.  as  to  the  executors,  the  case  might  be  dif- 
ferent 

Verdict  for  the  plftiiitiC 

■  ■«  

The 
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The  Attorney 'General  for  the  plaintiff. 
Topping  for  the  defendant. 


{[Attomiety  Wartbam  and  BaxterJ\ 


1815. 


GossoN  V.  Graham. 

■^RESPASS}  ist*  count,  for  breaking  and 
entering  an  apartment  of  the  plaintifl^  and 
seizing  and  throwing  out  of  the  window  a  num- 
ber of  jars  and  a  quantity  of  paint  and  varnish. 
Another  count  for  taking  and  carrying  away  and 
converting  to  the  defendant's  use  a  number  of  jars 
and  quantity  of  varnish. 

A  trespass  was  proved,  by  breaking  into  the 
i^rtment,  and  it  w^as  also  proved  that  the  de- 
fendant threw  down  and  broke  a  jar  belonging  to 
the  plaintiff 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  damages  i^. 

Comjfn  for  the  defendant,  suggested  that  the 
plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  more  costs  than  da^ 
mages,  since  the  breaking  of  the  jar  was  not  a 
taking  and  carrying  away  and  converting  under 
the  latter  count. 


Sanely. 

Trespass,  the 
breaking  of  a 
jar  is  sufficient 
to  entitle  the 
plaintiff  to  full 
costs  under  a 
count,  alleging 
an  asportation 
andconversiau 


E  4 


But 
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GofiSON 
CSAHAM. 
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But  Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion  that 
the  plaintiff  under  the  circumstances  was  entitled 
to  full  costs,  and  as  it  appeared  that  the  parties 
had  reciprocally  been  guilty  of  vexatious  acts,  he 
refused  to  certify  under  the  stat.  of  EUz.  for  the 
purpose  of  depriving  the  plaintiff'  of  costs,  al- 
though the  trespass  appeared  to  be  of  a  very  trivial 
nature. 


Gumey  and  Starkie  for  the  plaintiff. 
Comyn  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies,  Hugbei  and  Beckett.^ 


Taetday, 
June  20* 


Pickering  v.  Rudd. 


Trespass  for  J)ECLAR ATION  for  breaking  and  entering  the 

a"viJginian  **  plaintiff's  closc  J  for  Setting  Hp,  putting  up, 

creeper ;  plea,  hanging,  and  placing  a  certain  shew-board  in  and 

^wlt'i^  upon  and  over  the  land  of  the  plaintifi^  and  for 

doing  damage  breaking,   lopping,   and  damaging   a  tree  there 

M^V'S^.  growing.     Plea,  the  General  Issue,  and  as  to  the 

RepUcation,  tree,  the  defendant  pleaded  that  it  was  unlawfully 

fondant  ^  Spreading  over  a  certain  messuage  of  the  defend- 

greater  force 

and  violence,  and  did  greater  damage  than  was  necessary*  On  issue  joined  upon  this 
replication,  the  plaintiff  cannot  go  into  evidence  to  shew  the  quantum  and  nature  of  the 
damage  done  to  the  premises. 

A.  erects  a  board  which  projects  over  B.'s  land,  at  a  considerable  distance  from  the 
surface,  and  occasions  inconvenience  to  B.  Qu.  whether  B.'t  remedy  is  by  action  of  trea* 
pass  q.  cf.  or  an  actbn  oa  the  case. 

ant's 
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ant's  adjoining  to  the  hcus  in  quo,  and  that  be-  ^181  & 
cause  it  was  an  incumbrance  to  his  premises,  there*    PicmmQ 
fore,  &c«  doing  no  unnecessary  damage. — Repli-         v. 
cation  that  the  defendant  of  his  own  wrong,  &c.,  ,nd^^digr 
and  with  greater  force  and  violence  than  was  ne- 
cessary, and  with  greater  damage  to  the  said  tree 
than  was    necess^,   &c.,  on  which    issue  was 
joined. 

It  appeared,  that  the  house  of  the  defendant 
adjoined  to  the  garden  of  the  plainti£^  which  was 
behind  his  house  in  Bernard  Street,  and  that  a 
Virginian  creeper  which  grew  in  the  plainti£fs 
garden,  spread  itself  over  the  side  of  the  defend- 
ant's house,  and  was  very  ornamental  to  the 
prospect  from  the  plaintiff's  house.  The  defen- 
dant, a  hair  cutter,  wishing  to  hang  up  a  shew- 
board  on  that  side  of  his  house,  which  was  over- 
spread by  the  Virginian  creeper,  managed  by 
means  of  ropes  and  a  scaffolding  suspended  over  the 
garden,  without  touching  the  surface  of  the  plains 
tiff's  premises,  to  cut  away  such  a  portion  of  the 
creeper  as  was  sufficient  to  admit  the  shew-board, 
and  affixed  the  board  to  his  own  house,  projecting 
from  three  to  four  inches  from  the  siuiace  of  the 
wall. 

The  Attomey^General  and  Richardson  for  the 
plaintifl^  were  going  into  evidence  to  ^hew  that 
the  tree  had  not  produced  dampness  or  other  in- 
convenience to  the  premises  of  Mr.  Rudd. 

Jervis^ 
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I9i5.  Jervis,  for  the  defendant,  objected  to  such  evi« 

PicKwiMo  ^^c^>  contending  that  such  a  damage  as  gave  a 
V.         right  to  remove  was  admitted  by  the  pleadings, 
■nd^^hcr.  ^^^  there  was  no  new  assignment. 

Lord  Ellenborough*  —  The  defendant  justifies 
the  removal  of  the  tree  as  being  noxious  to  his 
premises  ;  the  plaintiff,  by  his  replication,  admits 
it  to  have  been  mischievous  to  some  extent,  and  the 
issue  is,  whether  the  defendants  used  more  force  and 
violence,  and  did  more  damage  to  the  tree  than 
was  necessary.  The  plaintiff  admits  a  breaking  to 
be  necessary,  and  therefore  it  cannot  now  be  drawn 
into  question,  whether  a  breaking  was  necessary 
or  not. 

It  was  then  contended  for  the  plaintiff  that  the 
putting  up  of  the  board,  which  projected  three  or 
foiu:  inches  from  the  defendants'  wall,  over  the 
garden  of  the  plaintiff  was  of  itself  a  trespass,  and 
this  had  not  been  justified. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  You  must  prove  that 
the  projection  is  a  trespass ;  it  may  be  a  very  nice 
question.  —  I  recollect  a  case,  where  I  held  that 
firing  a  gun  loaded  with  shot  into  a  field  was  a 
breaking  of  the  close.  The  learned  judge  on  the 
circuit  with  me,  doubted  upon  the  point,  but  many 
with  whom  I  ailerwards  conversed  on  the  subject, 
thought  I  was  right ;  and  the  judge  himself,  who  at 
first  differed  from  me,  was  afterwards  of  the  same 
opinion ;  but  I  never  yet  heard,  that  firing  in  vacuo 

could 
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could  be  considered  as  a  trespass.   No  doubt,  if  you       1815. 
could  prove  any  inconvenience  to  have  been  sus-   pJ^^J^jJJJ^ 
tained,  an  action  might  be  maintained :  but  it  may         «. 
be  questionable,  whether  an  action  on  the  case  would  -^j^^^k^- 
not  be  the  proper  form.     Would  trespass  lie  for 
passing  through  the  air  in  a  balloon  over  the  land 
of  another  ? 

The  ^ttomey-General  and  Richardson  contended 
that  the  dropping  of  rain  from  the  projecting  board 
upon  the  garden  of  the  plaintiff  was  an  incon- 
venience which  entitled  him  to  an  action;  and 
that  if  the  projection  was  not  a  trespass,  it  would 
be  no  trespass  to  cover  the  whole  extent  of  the 
garden. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  Undoubtedly  an  action 
vould  be  maintainable  in  that  case  for  obstructing 
the  light,  but  it  is  another  question  whether  an 
action  of  trespass  lies  for  interfering  with  the  co- 
lumn of  air  incumbent  on  the  land. 

It  afterwards  turned  out  that  the  board  did  not 
extend  beyond  the  foundation  wall  of  the  defend- 
ant's house,  which  put  an  end  to  all  question  upon 
that  point. 

Lord  Ellenborough  in  summing  up  to  the 
j^,  told  them  that  it  was  admitted  upon  the 
record  that  some  damage  had  been  done  by  the. 
continuance  of  the  tree,  and  that  the  question  was, 
whether  in  removing  the  mischief  the  defendants 

had 
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* 

1815.      had  done  any  lamage  to  the  tree  which  might 

Picx^iKo'  ^^^^  ^^^  avoided. 

«•  V^dict  for  the  defendants. 

RUDD 

The  Attomey-General  and  Richardson  for  the 
plaintifil 

Jervis  and  Abbott  for  the  defendants. 

0 

,    In  the  ensuing  term  the  court  of  King's  Bench 
refused  a  rule  nisi  £br  a  new  trial. 

[Attomies,  CaUjf  and  Prcjiand.^ 


SuotdAj.       Deady  and  Another  Assignees   of  Ganson   t;. 

Harrison. 

A.takesB.'8  "^ROVER  by  the  plaintiff  as  the  assignees  of 
oid^^ff^  GflfTWOw  a  bankrupt,  against  the  defendant, 
act  of  bank-     who  claimed  under  an  execution  at  the  suit  of 

nutted  by  B.,  "^ 

and  assigns 

than  to  c.  jj-  appeared  that  the  bankrupt  had  committed  an 

A.S  exaniinap*  /•ii  t^t  to  t 

turn  taken  un-  ^ct  01   bankruptcy  on  December  9th,   1813,  the 

der  the  com- 
mission subsequently  to  the  assignment,  cannot  be  read  in  an  action  by  the  asngneet 
against  C.  in  order  to  shew  A.'s  knowledge  of  B.'s  insolvency  at  the  time  of  the  execution* 

But  (Semhie)  an  examination  taken  previously  to  the  assignment,  would  have  beea 
admissible. 

In  such  a  case  the  quettion  is  not  whether  C.  knew»  but  whether  A.  knew  that  B. 
was  insdYent. 

goods 
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goods  were  taken  in  execution  at  the  suit  of  Loyd       1815. 
on  the  29th  of  December  1813,  and  in  piu^uance  of      j^  ^ 
an  agreement,  dated  February  7,  18 14,  between  and  Another 
Loyd  and  Harrison  (who  was  the  landlord  of  the         *• 
premises  on  which  the  execution  was  levied),  the 
goods  were  assigned  by  the  sheriff  to  Harrison  as 
the  purchaser.     The  principal  question  was,  whe- 
ther Harrison  was  protected  by  the  stat.  49  G.  3. 
C.121.  the  commission  not  having  been  taken  out 
till  after  the  expiration  of  two  months  after  the 
execution. 

Gaselee  for  the  plaintifis  proposed  to  give  in 
evidence  the  examination  of  Loyd  under  the  com- 
mission, dated  3d  June  18 14,  to  shew  his  know- 
ledge at  the  time  of  the  execution,  of  Gansan^s 
insolvency,  stating,  however,  his  own  diflSculty  on 
the  point,  which  arose  from  the  date  of  the  examin- 
ation ;  had  it  been  previous  to  the  assignment  there 
could  have  been  no  doubt ;  but  the  question  was, 
Aether  it  was  competent  to  him  to  defeat  his 
own  assignment. 

Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that  upon 
this  ground  his  evidence  was  inadmissible,  and 
that  the  question  was  not  whether  Harrison  knew 
of  the  insolvency  at  the  time  of  the  execution, 
but  whether  Loyd  knew  it. 

Other  evidence  was  given  to  shew  Loyd's  know- 
ledge. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Gaselee 
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vli^il.      G^eke  and  Ti/ndal  for  the  plaintiffs, 

Deady 

and  Another      Park  and  Comyns  for  the  defendant. 

V, 

Harrison* 

[Attorniesi  Aldridge  and  Howeil.2 


Same  day.  FiTCH  r.  ToULMIN. 

iaf^infon  i  A^'^'^^  against  the  defendant  as  an  admi- 
nuan^ef  ^  be  nistratOF.  When  the  cause  was  called,  Peake 
received  when  for  the  defendant,  tendered  a  plea  puis  darrein 
Nutpriul^  if    contintiance  of  judgment  recovered  by  a  creditor. 

it  bear  the 

wTce^Sa*^"  Marry  at  t  for  the  plaintiff,  contended,  that  under 
plea ;  but  in  the  circumstauces  which  he  was  about  to  enter 
^^  *^  P^     into,  such  a  plea  was  a  mere  nullity. 

vent  vexatious  »  r  ^ 

deby,  the 

Court  wiu  or-       Loj-^j  Ellenborough.  —  If  it  has  the  form  and 

aer  a  demurrer 

to8ucha^/pfl,   semblance  of  a  plea,  I  shall  receive  it,  it  may 

to  stand  for  the  probably  be  a  bad  plea,  but  that  cannot  be  con- 
first  paper  day    * .  .        .  ,  * 

in  term.  sidered  here. 

The  plea  was  put  in  and  tacked  to  the  record. 

Lord  Ellenborough  afterwards  said.  In  order 
to  prevent  practices  of  this  kind  from  being  re- 
sorted to  for  the  purpose  of  delay,  let  it  be  under- 
stood, that  the  plaintiff  if  he  succeed  on  demurrer, 

2  shall 


AFTER  TRINITY  TERSf ,  55  GEORGE  III.  e$ 

shall  be  as  forward  as  to  judgment  as  if  he  had  1S15. 
obtained  a  verdict  to-day.  It  shall  stand  for  the  p^^^^^ 
first  paper  day  in  tertn.  v. 

TOULMIN. 

Marryatt  for  the  plaintiff. 
Peake  for  the  defendant. 

[Attorniesy  Rice  and  Bleasdale  k.  Gb.] 


Rex  v.  Houlditch  and  Another.  same  day. 

'J[  WO  cases  stood  in  the  cause  list  in  this  order,  Onc  indict- 
Rex  V.  Houlditch,  Rex  v.  Houlditch  and  Anether,  ment  against 
in  both  of  which  special  juries  had  been  struck  by  fg^/^J^ 
the  prosecutor ;  the  causes  had  also  been  entered  b.,  are  entered 
by  the  defendants  as  common  jury  causes  in  the  abowordwh 
same  order.  special  juries 

having  been' 
struck  in  both. 

Park,  for  the  prosecution,  insisted,  that  as  the  and  both  har- 
special  juries  had  been  struck  by  the  prosecutor,  he  '^^^  •^ 
had  a  right  to  have  the  latter  cause  tried  the  first,    mon  juiy 

causes,  the  pro- 
Lord  Ellenborough. — If  one  had  been  a  special  by  wiAdraw- 
jury  and  the  other  a  common  jury  cause,  the  former  »"?  *«  fint 
would  have  had  precedence..    As  they  are  both  spe-  ^  a^^ 
cial  juries  they  must  be  taken  in  the  order  in  which  trial. 
they  are  entered. 

Park. 
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ISIB.  Park.-^Thfin  I  will  withdraw  the  record  in  Rer 

^*—'']^       V.  HotUditch. 

HouLDiTCH      Lord  Ellenborough. — I  think  you  have  not 

♦  and  Another.    .  j       .    .  .1  j    •  •     •      1 

the  same  dominion  over  the  record  m  a  cnmmal 
as  in  a  civil  cause,  and  that  the  prosecutor  cannot 
by  withdrawing  the  record  prevent  the  defendant's 
acquittal ;  but  at  all  events,  he  cannot,  where 
there  is  a  common  jury  pannel  also,  the  cause 
having  been  entered  by  the  defendant. 

His  lordship  afterwards  said.  If  you  do  withdraw 
the  record,  I  shall  direct  the  common  jury  cause 
to  be  called. 

Both  were  tried  at  the  same  time  by  consent. 
Park  for  the  prosecution. 

[Attornies,  Harmer  and  Chris tie^l 


Sime  day.  Jaggers  V.  BiNNiNGs,  and  Another. 

A.  and  B.  are    ^CTION  against  the  defendants  as  part-owners 

partnen,  and  f^j.  seamen's  WaffCS. 

part-ownenof  ^ 

avettdy  anad- 

mUsion  by  A.  The  question  arose,  whether  A.  and  B.  being 
rf  co^-own-  partners,  and  also  part-owners  of  a  vessel,  the  ad- 
enhip,  but  mission  of  ^.  as  to  a  subject  of  copart-ownership^ 
nership  b^  ^^*  ^^*  of  Copartnership  was  binding  upon  B. 

binding  on  B.  ^.  .       . 

11  Lord 
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Lord  Ellenborough  ruled  that  it  was  not;  I8l5. 

Jaggbrs 

Gumey  and  T'mdal  for  the  plaintiff  «. 

and  Another. 

J.  Parke  for  the  defendants. 

[Attonuet,  MbfiM  and  TBiMser^ 


Cake  r.  Baldwin  and  Others^    Executors   of  Saturday, 

Baldwin.  '^""^  **• 

AUCTION  to  recover  31/.  paid  to  the  defendants  The  vendor 
as  a  deposit  on  the  purchase  of  a  lot  of  land  °f  "7"^  ||*' 

^  ^  closed  landt 

upon  Harmell  Moor,   which   had  been  inclosed  undertakes  to 
under  an  act  of  parliament.     This  act  directed  ^^^l^  ^^^ 

^  to  the  vendee 

that  the  commissioners  might,  before  the  execution  this  is  an  un-' 

of  their  award,  by  public  notice  direct  that   all  dertaking  to 

rights  of  common  should  be  extinguished*  such  i^Tstate; 
notice  had  been  given,  but  the  commissioners  had  *»<*  ^^  ven- 

luade  no  assignment  of  the  lands  according  to  only  an"equit- 

their  apportionment.    By  the  terms  of  the  sale,  the  able  interest 

copyhold  land  was  to  be  surrendered,   and  the  ^[^^1^^ 

freehold  conveyed  at  the  expencie  of  the  purchaser,  ment  by  the 

commissionert 
the  vendee  is 

Garrow  A.  G.  for  the  defendants,  contended,  entitled  to 
that  by  the  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  defend-  ^[^^ 
ants,   it  was    to    be    understood   that  the  pur- 
chaser's name  was  to  be  substituted  for  that  of  the 

VOL.  I.  F  ven- 
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1815.       vendor's,  and  that  they  would  assign  such  interest 
Canb       ^  ^^^y  ^^^  ^^  *^^  premises.    But 

^A^hm  Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that  the 
defendants  had  undertaken  for  the  conveyance  of  a 
legal  estate,  and  that  as  it  appeared  they  had  no 
more  than  an  equitable  one,  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  recover. 

It  appeared  that  29/.  had  been  paid  by  way  of 
deposit,  and  2^  as  auction  duty  to  the  auctioneer. 

The  Attorney-General  contended,  that  the  duty 
which  had  been  paid  over  by  the  auctioneer  to  the 
Crown  was  not  recoverable. 

Lord  Ellenborough*  —  If  a  person  will  sell 
that  to  which  he  has  no  title,  he  must  return  the 
money  in  soUdo. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Topping  and  Marry att  for  the  plaintiff. 
Garros  A.  G.  for  the  defendant 

[Attorniesi  Lockett  and  Cookneyjy 
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Tempest  v.  Chambers.  I815. 

^AS£  for  maliciously  and  without  probable  cause  Avennent  that 
procuring  the  plaintiff  to  be  arrested  on  a  roagwtrate*jiia- 
charge  of  felony,  and  for  words  imputing  felony,     hamuty 

chai^ged  B. 
with  felony; 

The  I  St  and  2d  counts  of  the  declaration  alleged  the  informal 
that  the  defendant  appeared  before  a  magistrate,  ^"^""^^J^ 
and  charged  the  plaintiff  with  having  feloniousbf  tortious  con- 
taken  away  a  pair  of  shutters  belonging  to  the  de-  ^^^  "p®" 

fendant  rant  for  Mxmf 

was  impro- 

Upon  the  information  being  produced,  it  ap-  S^  Variance  is* 
peared  on  the  face  of  the  information,  that  the  ^*^ 
defendant  had  charged  the  plaintiff  with  having  imputmg  fe- 
unlawfully  taken  away  a  pair  of  shutters  belonging  W»  but 
to  the  phdntiff,  and  having  converted  the  same  to  Ji^feiwc  to 
his  own  use,  against  the  form  of  the  statute,  &c.  «uch  warrut, 
the  language  of  the  warrant  was  similar.  tl^^toam- 

vey  a  substan- 

Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion  that  the  '^^c^^fx*;"* 

^  not  actionable. 

variance  was  fatal,  since  it  appeared  that  the  de- 
fendant had  not  charged  the  plaintiff  with  felony, 
but  with  a  bare  trespass,  in  taking  away  the  shut- 
ters, for  which  no  warrant  ought  to  have  issued. 

The  defendant  having  obtained  the  warrant,  on 
meeting  \(rith  Salmon^  an  agent  of  the  plaintiff's, 
said,  *<  I  have  got  a  warrant  for  Tempest,  I  will 

Fa  "  advertise 
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1815.       "  advertise  a  reward  of  20  guineas  to  apprehend 
Tempest     "  ^^^^     ^  ^^^^^  transport  him  for  felony/' 

CHAMBERS.  Lord  Ellenborough.  —  The  case  is  reduced  to 
the  speaking  of  the  words.  The  defendant  pro- 
bably thought  that  as  he  had  obtained  a  warranty 
the  plaintiff  had  been  guilty  of  felony.  The  war- 
rant was  improperly  granted,  and  if  proper  atten^ 
tion  had  been  paid  to  the  circumstances,  it  would 
not  have  issued.— This  is  different  from  the  case 
of  words  spoken  without  explanation  to  a  stranger,, 
since  they  were  spoken  to  one  who  had  been  em-* 
ployed  as  the  plaintiff's  agent,  and  arose  out  of  the 
situation  of  the  parties.  He  put  his  own  sense 
upon  the  warrant,  I  do  not  think  he  meant  more. 
If  you  are  of  opinion  that  he  meant  substantively 
to  impute  a  charge  of  felony,  the  plaintiff  wiQ  be 
entitled  to  your  verdict,  but  not  otherwise. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  with  nominal  damages. 

Ganxm  A.  G.,  and  Starkie  for  the  plaintiff. 

Fork  and  E.  Loaves  for  the  defendant. 

[Attonint  fFiiiot^tfy  and  fFHiakerJ} 
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1815. 

Glossop  r.  Jacob.  itod^*^ 

June  ai. 

^SSUMPSIT  against  the  defendant  as  the  «ccep-  a  fomgn  un 
tor  of  a  biU  of  exchange.  L*^^^ 

of  looLiter^ 

The  bill  was  for  the  payfi>e»t  of  loo/.  sterlkig,  ^^^^^^ 
it  was  objected  tbat  the  word  ^tertiog  was  <)mitUd  word  •teritog 
m  the  declaration.  ^tti 

amtterial  vft* 

Lord  Ellenborough  over-ruled  liiis  olqectiom    "^^ere  « 

foreign  bill  it 

The  bai  was  payable days  after  sight.  —  A  J^Ski^time 

date  appeared  lOi  the  bill,  under  which  the  defend-  .*^^  ^^^  '^ 
ant's  acceptance  was  written,  but  it  was  sworn  that  ducdonoftiSe 
the  date  was  n^t  ^  the  defeodm^t^s  hai^-wr^ing,  biu,  an  accept- 
and  there  was  no  evidence  to  shew  the  time  of  ^^^"^^ 

acceptance.  written  by  the 

,  defiendant  un- 
der a  date 

Garrow  A.  G.,  objected  to  the  bill  being  read  "Mdk  is  not 
in  evidence,  until  the  time  of  acceptance  had  been  ^t^ng,  the 

proved.  date  18  evideoct 

of  the  time  of 


because  it  u  the  usual  course  of  busmess  in  such  caies,  for  a  deik  to  write  the  date^  and 
for  the  party  to  write  his  acceptance  under  the  date. 

F  3  Lord 
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^^^^'  ^  Lord  Ellenborough.  —  The  least  possible  evi- 
dence would  be  sufficient  to  remove  the  objection. 
If  the  question  had  hung  in  even  balance,  I  should 
have  presumed  that  the  date  was  in  the  hand-writ- 
ing of  the  acceptor,  but  the  evidence  expressly 
negatives  the  fact. 

It  afterwards  was  stated  by  some  of  the  jury 
and  by  witnesses,  that  it  was  the  usual  course  in 
such  cases,  for  a  clerk  to  insert  the  day,  and  for 
the  party  to  write  his  acceptance. 

Lord  Ellenborough  then  allowed  the  bill  to  be 
read,  observing  that  where  a  bill  was  payable  after 
sight,  it  might  be  of  great  importance  to  the  accep- 
tor that  the  date  should  be  written  by  a  different 
person,  that  he  might  be  prepared  with  evidence 
of  the  real  date* 

Verdict  for  the  plainti£ 

Park  and  Marryatt  for  the  plaintiff. 

Qarrcm  A.  G.,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies,  Wtdli  and  Ccllhu,^ 
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Paterson  v.  Zachariah  and  Arnold.  Same  day. 

A  SSUMPSIT  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  dated  Octo-  A-knowtthtf 
ber  20,  1 8 14,  against  the  defendants  as  the.  ^^^1^^^^ 
acceptors.    Arnold  had  suffered  judgment  by  de-  Ctodiifoive 
fault.     Zachariah  pleaded  the  general  issue.  Ab '^^^ 

coune  of  CM* 

The  defence  was,  that  the  acceptance  was  by  ^S^iu^  in- 
Arnold  alone,  in  fraud  of  Zachariah^  after  a  disso-  mt  upon  the 
lution  of  partnership,  to  which  the  plaintiff  was  ^^^J^.  "^ 
privy.  ah^,  it  lies 

upon  him  to 
shew  that  the 

It  appeared  that  in  the  year  1813,  the  draft  of  intendoo  hat 
a  deed  of  di»olution  h«l  been  prep»ed  «,d  t«n..  <;zt^ 
mitted  by  the  plaintiff,    who  was  the  attorney  of 
Arnold^  to  the  attorney  oi  Zachariah^  for  his  appro- 
bation, but  it  did  not  appear  that  the  deed  had 
been  executed. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  ^— You  need  not  labour 
this ;  whenever  a  communication  has  been  made 
of  the  intention  of  parties  to  dissolve  a  partnership, 
which  is  in  the  course  of  execution,  the  burthen  is 
thrown  on  the  other  side,  of  proving  that  the  inten* 
fion  has  been  abandoned. 


r  4  Taddjf 
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PATKHaON 
V. 

Zacha&iah 
and  Arnold. 

A  plaintiff  who 
fa3»  ki  ptovhag 
the  ciM  ttattd 
t^th0Jiiiy» 

Caifttdt  MvCN 

warA  g^kito 
axft#eUB,     ' 
wlfi4ill)lUIMC 
been  ^Uled. 


Toddy  for  the  plaintiff  then  proposed  to  go  into 
a  new  case  of  money  lent  to  the  defendant. 

Lord  Ellenbo^ouoh.  •^  No,  after  you  have  gone 
upon  the  bill  of  exchange,  without  stating  this  case 
before,  I  will  not  ^dmit  you  to  proceed  upon  atio* 
th^t  ground. 

Plaintiff  nOnsuitddL 

Garrow  A.  G.  and  Taddy^  for  the  plaintiff. 
Topjdf^  and  Andrews  for  the  defendant. 

[Attorniesy  Gresham  and  hizacs*'\ 


Same  day. 


MAVtMO  XK  Toi>D  aftd  Others. 


The  liability  of   A  SSUMPSIT  agaiust  the  defendants,  who  were 
th^^'^S^  whaffingers  and  lightermen,    for  not  safely 

takes  to  con-    \Mfpiv%  a  quantity  of  goods  entrusted  to  them  id 

w7lh^ to™  J^*w*>^  «  ^^^^  ^  ^  shipped  to  the  plaintiff^ 
the  vessel  in     the  vendee'«,  at  Newcastle^ 

his  own  lighters  .  ._ 

ihinf^a'''         The  goods,  wliilst  upon  the  defendants'  premi«e8» 
carrier.  had  been  accidentally  destroyed  by  fire,    and  the 

Notice  to 
th^  vendor  of  goods^  that  the  carrier  by  whom  he  sends  them*  limits  his  responsibility,  is 
equivalent  to  notice  to  the  vendee  who  directs  them  to  be  sent. 

A  carrier  may  fiet  oaly  limit,  but  exclude  all  respooiibility  by  notice. 

•     "  9       '^  question 
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MtLTma 


questicm  was,  whether  the  defendants,  whose  du^      181S. 
it  was  to  convey  the  goods  from  the  whaff  in  their 
own  lighters  to  the  vessel  in  the  river,  were  liable 
fiir  the  loss.  ?^» 

Lord  Ellenborouoh  was  of  opinion  that  the 
liability  <^a  wharfinger,  whilst  he  has  possession  of 
the  goods,  was  similar  to  that  of  a  carrier ;  and  he 
inquired  whether  the  defendants  had  any  caiie  to 
the  contrary. 

It  afterwards  appeared  that  the  defendants  had 
so  limited  their  responsibility,  that  it  did  not  ex- 
tend to  a  loss  by  fire,  and  that  the  vendor  in  JLaiu 
don  had  had  notice  to  that  effect. 

Garraw  A.  G.  submitted  that  notice  to  the 
Yendor  in  London  would  not  bind  the  vendee  in 
the  country. 

Lord  Ellenborouoh. — ^The  vendee  is  bound  by 
^e  acts  of  the  vendor  and  his  agents,  and  if  his 
conduct  has  been  improper,  the  vendee  must  resort 
"to  him  for  his  remedy* 

Hohwfd  submitted,    whether   the   defendants 

-could  exclude  their  responsibility  altogether,    Tliis 

Mras  jgoit^  further  than  had  been  done  in  the  case 

of  carriers,  who  had  oi^y  limited  their  respoaisibi- 

lity  to  a  certain  amount* 

Lord  Ellenborouoh.— Since  they  can  limit  it  to 
a  particular  sum,  I  think  they  may  excluske  it  alto- 

gether. 
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1S15.       gether,  and  that  they  may  say,  we  will  have  nothing 

'  Maying  '  to  do  with  fire. 

aoi'adLv        Holrot/d.  ^They  were    bound  to  receive  the 
goods. 

Lord  Ellenborough. — Yes,but  they  may  make 
their  own  terms.  I  am  sorry  the  law  is  so,  it  leads 
to  very  great  negligence. 

Plaintiff  nonsuited. 

Garrow  A.  G.  and  Holroyd  for  the  plaintiff. 
Park  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies>  Atkifuon  and  Hodgson,!^ 


GUILDHALL. 


T'^^^^y*  Paine  v.  Bustin. 

June  %^^ 

The  Court  A  CTION  on  bond.  Heath  moved  to  put  off  the 
rffa^^upon  *^rial  in  order  to  am^d  the  declaration^  by 
motion  at  omitting  the  prqfert^  and  alleging  that  the  bond 
«te^"ena"    ^^^  ^^  ^^  possession  of  the  defendant. 

Ue  the  plaintiff  i 

to  axnend  hit  declaration  by  omitting  the  profert  of  the  bond  on  which  the  action  it 
Drought. 

Nor  will  it  allow  the  alteration  to  be  made  by  way 'of .  amendment  at  Niti  Pdus,  for  it 
u  a  matter  of  matsrial  afiegatioa. 

Lord 
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Lord  Ellen  BOROUGH  refused  the  application^ 
observing  that  it  should  have  been  made  earlier 
and  at  chambers.  If  a  party  will  allege  possession 
of  that  which  he  has  not,  he  must  take  the  conse- 
quences. 

Heath  then  moved  to  amend  the  record  in  thft 
same  manner  at  Nisi  Prius.     But 

Lord  Ellenborough  held  that  the  alteration 
proposed  was  matter  of  material  allegation,  and 
not  the  subject  of  amendment  at  Nisi  Prius. 

[Attoniies,  Turner  and  Dixon,^ 


1815. 


Dawes  v.  King. 


Sftine  dzf. 


Case  for  deceit. 

The  declaration  alleged,  that  the  defendant, 
pretending  that  he  was  entitled  to  an  annuity  of 
1 00^  for  1 00  years,  provided  Bradsharv  the  grantor 
so  long  lived,  by  a  false  and  deceitful  representa- 
tion that  it  was  a  good  annuity,  induced  the 
plaintiff  to  become  the  purchaser,  although  the  de- 
fendant well  knew  that  Bradshaw  was  in  insolvent 
circumstances. 


It 


Li  an  ictioii 
againft  a 
vendor  for 
1  decettfiil  re* 
pre8entition« 
the  plaintiif 
mutt  jprofC! 
that  deceit 
was  used  by 
the  defenduit 
for  the  porpoan 
Or  throwing 
the  plaintiff 
off  hv  gwd, 
and  prevmim 
him  iroBi  bcin^ 
watchfiiL 
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IB13.  It  appeared  that  the  defendant  had  represented 

that  Bradsbaw  was  a  man  in  good  drcunistanceSt 
and  of  large  property,  and  had  told  the  plaintiff 
that  he  need  be  under  no  apprehension  as  to  h a 
responsibility  ;  it  also  appeared  that  at  that  time 
Bradshaw  was  in  confinement  for  debt,  and  had 
be&n  in  that  situation  for  some  time  before. 

Lord  Ellenborough. — You  must  go  much  fur- 
dter  than  this  to  prove  the  deceit.  You  must  shew 
that  eome  4eceit  was  practised  for  the  purpose  of 
putting  the  party  off  his  guard,  and  preventing  him 
from  being  watchful,  (^a) 

The  plaintiff  not  being  able  to  carry  his  case  fur- 
ther, was 

Nonsuited. 

[Attorniesy  Morgan  and  MeUon,'] 
{a)  See  Baglehole  v.  Walters^  3  Campb.  156. 


^**^^'  CoRSBiE  V.  Oliver. 

i>y  the  r'^^     ij^Joi  on  bond  by  the  plaintiffs,  who  dedaredaa 
^*^J*  ****"  assignees  of  a  bonkxijpt     Plea,  payment 

J*"^^'  ^*  payment ;  ir  is  not  incumbent  on  the  plaintiffs  to  prove  thenudres  to 

Littledak, 
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Littledakf  for  the  defendant,  contended,  that  it  1815. 

was  incumbent  on  the  plain  ti&  to  prove  themselves  coaMT' 
assignees,  as  stated  in  the  declaration.     If  this  was         v, 

not  necessary  then  before  the  statute  for  pleading  0^iv»« 
double,  the  defendant  would  have  been  excluded 
in  such  a  case  from  one  ground  of  defence. 

Lord  Ellenborouoh. — Before  the  statute,  a  dif-^ 
ficulty  might  have  arisen,  and  both  title  and  merits 
could  not  have  been  put  in  issue ;  they  would  have 
been  excluded  from  one  ground  of  defence,  but  so 
a  defendant  would  in  a  multitude  of  other  cases, 
where  having  several  grounds  of  defence,  he  would 
have  been  compelled  to  elect  the  strongest.  The 
general  principle  is,  that  a  party  who  puts  himself 
upon  one  issue,  admits  all  the  rest. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Lowes  for  the  plaintiff. 

Littkdale  for  the  defendant. 

[Attorniet,  Tbomaj  gjid  E/iis.^ 
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RoBsoK  V.  Curtis. 


A.  wmving  »  ^SSUMPSIT  for  money  paid. 

change  in  pay- 
ment for  part        Robsoft  had  indorsed  to  Curtis  a  bill*  drawn  by 

id(?  i      *^^  ^^  Bruce,  payable  to  Robson. 

puichased  by 


*****^  *"^  h  Ciwr/iw  had  indorsed  it  over,  and  the  bill  having 

bm  to  B.  and  bocn  dishonoured,  the  defendant  promised,  that  if 

B.  indones  it  the  plaintiff  would  take  it  up,   he  the  defendant 

b^g  dil-  would  pay  to  the  plaintiff  one  half  the  amount,  and 

honoured,  B.  for  this  »um  the  action  was  brought. 

promiies  to 
pay  to  A.  half 

of  the  amount  It  appeared  that  the  bill  in  question  had  been 
Uu^^'aIS^  paid  by  Cbfe  the  drawer,  to  the  plaintiff  and  de- 
taking  it  up  fendant,  who  were  in  the  habit  of  purchasing 
cannot  mam-    j^j^  ^f  cattle  from  the  breeders,  and  afterwards 

tain  an  action 

against  B^  Selling  them  in  smaller  parcels.  It  did  not  ap- 
whiiitthc  pgar  that  they  had  made  any  purchases  except 
count  remains  jointly  y  after  the  sale  to  Cofe,  part  of  the  same 
unliquidated,    lot  of  Cattle    remained  unsold,   and  it  did  not 

appear  that  the  account  had  ever  been  settled. 

Garrow  A.  G.  for  the  plaintiff,  submitted  that  all 
partnership  had  ceased  with  respect  to  the  transac- 
tion on  this  bill,  and  that  since  it  was  to  be  pre- 
siuned  that  Curtis  had  received  the  whole  amount, 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  as  upon  a 
transaction  entirely  insulated. 

1 1  Lord 
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Lord  Ellenbobough. —  If  there  kad  been  piEUi> 
nership  dealings,  and  only  one  item  remained  un- 
a^usted,  the  difficulty  as  to  partnership  would 
disappear,  but  that  is  not  the  case  here,  since  some 
of  the  beasts  remained  after  the  sale  to  Cole. 

Plaintiff  nonsuited. 


I815. 


Garrow  A.  G.  and  PtUler  for  the  plaintiff. 
Park  for  the  defendant. 


[Attorniesy  Thompson  and  Curtii>^ 


Sebao  V.  Abitbol. 


^HE  defendant  under  his  notice  of  set-off,  relied 
on  a  bill  of  exchange  for  looL  accepted  by  the 
plaintiff  in  favour  of  the  defendant,  payable,  when 
due,  at  Messrs.  Whitehead  and  Co. 

The  bill  became  due  ist  March,  18 14,  but  was 
never  presented.  Whitehead  and  Co.  became  bank- 
rupts in  November,  and  had  funds  of  tlie  plaintiff's 
in  their  hands  at  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy. 

Park  for  the  defendant  contended,  that  the 
plaintiff  as  acceptor,  was  not  discharged  by  the 

A  reqiiert  by  A.  tubfcqucnt  to  the  baokruptcy,  tlut  B.  will  return  the  acceptaaoe  it  no 
wamr  of  the  lachci. 

defendant's 


A*  accepts  ft 
billin&Tour 
of  Bi,  payable 
at  bis  bankers ; 
tbebili  is  never 
presented ; 
eight  months 
aftsr  the  bill 
becomes  due» 
A/s  bankers 
having  funds 
of  his  in  their 
hands  become 
bankrupt,  A. 
is  not  dis- 
charged by  B.'s 
laches. 
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1815.      defendant's  laches;  if  he  were,  then  in  every  case 

where  the  bill  was  not  presented  on  the  verj  day» 

the  acceptor  would  be  discharged  by  the  bank* 

Abitbol.    ruptcy  of  the  bankers  at  whose  house  it  was  made 

payable. 

Lord  Ellekborough  saved  the  point  for  the 
opinion  of  the  Court. 

Park^  in  the  course  of  the  cause,  contended  that 
the  laches  had  been  waived  by  a  letter,  which  the 
plaintiff  had  written  subsequent  to  the  "bankruptcy, 
in  which  he  requested  that  the  bill  in  question,  to- 
gether with  a  draft  for  i8/.  might  be  returned,  but 

Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion  that  this 

was  no  waiver,  it  was  nothing  more  than  a  request  to 

have  the  acceptance  returned,  which  was  then  use- 

,  lessp  and  it  was  very  natural  that  he  should  make  it. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  subject  to  a  motion* 

Topping  and  Campbell  for  the  plaintiff. 

Park  and  Ttndal  for  the  defendant 

The  verdict  was  afterwards  set  aside,  the  Court 
of  King's  Bench  being  of  opinion  that  the  acceptor 
was  not  discharged* 

[Attomies,  Rtardon  &  Davh  and  Evftt»2 
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NicHOLLs  V.  DowDiNO  and  Kjsmf.  L,  .  ^^ 

Jime  at. 

ASSUMPSIT  on  bilk  of  exchange,  and  for  goods  a  witnett 
sold  and  delivered.  <^*^w  *•  P«^ 

that  A.  and  B. 
ire  paitnersy  it 

In  order  to  prove  that  the  defendants  were  part-  asked  whether 
ners,  the  first  witness  was  asked,  whether  the  de-  ^^^  *^' 
fendant  Kemp  had  interfered  in  the  business  of  biuinett  of  b^ 
JDowdmg.  ^]^  ^^'  * 

^  leading  ques- 

tion. 

The  question  was  objected  to  as  a  leading  one.       Prima  fade 

evidence  of  a 
,  -      _  partnership 

Lord    ElLENBOROUGH.  —  I  wish  that  objections   having  been 

to  questions  as  leading,  might  be  a  little  better  con-  p^^»  the  de- 

•  J        J  1.  /•        -u  J  Tx  •  '     •      ^      clarationofon 

sidered  before  they  are  made.     It  is  necessary,  to  partner  it 
a  certain  extent,  to  lead  the  mind  of  the  witness  to  evi^Mfcc 
the  subject  of  inquiry.     If  questions  are  asked,  to  ^S^, 
which  the  answer  yes  or  no  would  be  conclusive, 
they  would  certainly  be  objectionable,  but  in  gene- 
ral no  objections  are  more  frivolous  than  those 
which  are  made  to  questions  as  leading  ones. 

Primdjhcie  evidence  of  a  partnership  h^vittg 
been  given, 

Garrow  A.  6.  inquired  into  declairationd  by  one 
of  the  defendants,  for  the  purpose  of  bindihg  th^ 
other,  which,  upon  the  objection  taken,  he  cdii- 
tended  he  had  a  right  to  do,  since  otherwise  the 
evidence  would  be  excluded  altogether. 

VOL.  I.  6  Lord 


ss 
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NiCHOLLS 

V, 
DOWDINO 

and  Kemp. 


Lord  Ellenborough.  —  I  think  the  evidence  is 
admissible,  the  case  is  analogous  to  that  of  conspi- 
racy, where,  after  a  foundation  has  been  laid,  what 
has  been  said  by  one  is  evidence  against  the  rest. 

Garrow  A.  G.  and  J.  Parke  for  the  plaintiff. 

Park  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomies,  Deniej  2nd  Curwen,'] 


Same  daj. 


POTTEE  V.  DeBOOS. 


A.  states  to  the 
father  of  the 
plaintiff;  that 
he  has  pledged 
himself  to 
many  his 
daughter  in 
six  months,  or 
in  a  month 
after  Christ- 
mas.    Al- 
though this 
varies  from 
the  promises 
laid  in  the  spe- 
cial counts,  it 
is  evidence 
from  which 
the  jury  may 
infer  a  promise 
to  nurry  gene- 
rally. 


J)ECX»ARATION  on  promises  to  marry  in  six 
or  seven  months  —  to  marry  in  a  reasonable 
time — and  to  marry  generally. 

The  defendant  had  called  upon  the  plaintiff  at 
her  faj;her's  house,  and  after  an  interview  with  her, 
he  said  to  the  father,  upon  going  away,  I  have 
pledged  my  honour  to  marry  her  in  six  months>  or 
in  a  month  after  Christmas. 

Toppings  for  the  defendant,  submitted  that  the 
evidence  varied  from  the  first  count,  and  that  as  a 
special  promise  appeared  in  evidence,  no  more  ge- 
neral promise  could  be  presumed.     But 


10 


Lord 
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Lord  Ellenborough  left  it  to  the  jury,  whether       1815. 
they  would  not  presume,  from  the  circumstances,      Potter 
a  general  promise  to  mariy,  (which  the  law  would         v. 
consider  as  a  promise  to  marry  within  a  reasonable     ^"^«- 
time)  and  whether  the  declaration  of  the  defendant 
had  any  other  effect  than  to  render  that  definite 
and  certain,  which  before  was  uncertain. 

Verdict  for  plaintiff 

Garrow  A.  G*  and  2).  F.  Jones  for  the  plaintiff. 

Topping  for  the  defendant. 

[Attorniet,  Sagger j  and  Churcb.^ 


Coram  Dampier  J. 

MaINWARING  v.  MtTTON.  «Wy  Xft     . 

^^SSUMPSIT  on  two  bills  of  exchange  (drawn  The  jomtac- 
by  the  defendant  on  HiU  and  Co.,)  upon  de-  ^e^jjf 
fault  of  payment  by  the  acceptors.  not  competent 

to  prove  a 
.  tet-off  in  an 

The  defendant  havmg  given  notice  of  set  off,  actkm  by  the 
called  B.  H.  to  prove  that  a  biU  of  exchange  had  ^^^1!^ 
been  drawn  by  HiU  and  Co.  upon  the  plaintiff 
accepted  by  him,  and  indorsed  by  Hill  and  Co.  to 
the  defendant.     Upon  the  cross-examination  of 

o  a  B.H. 
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l^^6.      B.  H.  it  appeared  that  he  was  one  of  the  finn  of 
Maim-      HiU  €Knd  Co* 

WARIMO 

MrrTON.        Garrm  A.  G.,  objected  to  the  witness  as  inoom. 
petent. 

Scarlett  contended  that  he  was  a  competent  wit- 
ness, since  if  he  defeated  the  action,  he  would  be 
liable  to  Mainwaring. 

Mr.  J.  Dampier  was  of  opinion,  that  the  witness 
was  incompetent,  since  he  was  interested  in  lessen- 
ing the  balance,  being  answerable  to  Mytton  for 
what  the  plaintiff  should  recover. 

The  plaintiff  had  a  verdict  for  the  full  amount 
of  the  two  bills. 

Garros  A.  G«,  and  MarnfoU  for  the  plaintifi; 
Scarlett  for  the  defendant 

I^Attoraies,  Oale  and  StevttuomJ^ 
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Nicx$ON  V.  Thomas. 

ASSUMPSIT  for  articles  supplied  for  the  use  of  a.  whow 
the  defendant's  ship.  Il^^tT 

the  part-owner 

To  shew  that  the  defendant  was  a  paii>owner,  the  ^^^^^^ 
laintiff  proved  that  his  name  had  been  registered  and  hat  after- 


the  owner  of  one-eighth  upon  the  oath  of  Cooke  ^"^  ^^" 

^^  veyeci  sucb 

sud  others ;  and  that  he  had  afterwards  executed  share  by  deed 
^  deed  conveying  the  one-eighth  to  Cooke^  in  ^  ^.»  ^^ 
c<nttideration  of  $$.,  and  that  he  had  covenanted  the  goodnns 
for  the  goodness  of  the  title.  of  his  title, 

cannot  be  ad- 
mitted to  prove 

It  was  proposed  to  call  Coo^e  for  the  defendant,  ^r  ^«  «^ 
to  prove  that  he  had  caused  the  r^istry  to  be  that^he  had* 
made,  without  any  authority  from  the  defendant,  and  >»  fact  no  in- 
it  was  proved,  that  where  a  name  had  been  entered  j!^."^ 
^  mistake,  it  was  necessary  for  the  party  to  con- 
vey his  interest,  for  the  purpose  of  correcting  the 
oustake;  it  was  also  proposed  to  give  in  evidence  the 
letters  which  constituted  the  only  communication 
between  Cooke  and  the  defendant  on  the  subject, 
to  shew  that  no  authority  bad  in  fact  been  given. 

Toppingf  for  the  plaintif!^  objected  that  such  evi- 
mce  was  not  admissible,  since  the  defendant,  by 
1  oonveyance  and  covenant,  had  adopted  the 

h  of  Cooke f  &c. 

G  "i  Lord 
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1815. 


NiCKSON 

V. 

Thomas. 


Lord  Ellenborough,  after  observing  that  iH  a 
case  like  that  stated,  the  conveyance  by  the  de- 
fendant ought  to  have  been  special,  reciting  the 
mistake,  and  professing  to  convey  such  interest 
only  as  the  defendant,  under  the  circumstances, 
was  possessed  of;  said,  I  think  that  this  is  not 
evidence,  and  that  it  would  be  exceedingly  dan- 
gerous to  all  parties  to  admit  it,  not  only  to  the 
public,  but  to  the  individual,  as  tending  to  involve 
him  in  the  penalties  of  perjury. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintifil 


Topping  and  Cunvood  for  the  plaintiff. 
Park  and  Toddy  for  the  defendant* 


[  Attorniet,  Courteen  and  Tomlimon  &  Co.^ 


Doe  v.  Payne. 


In  ejectment 
on  a  clause  of 
re-entry  in  case 
the  tenant 
ahould  assign, 
•et  over,  or 


yjECTMENT  on  a.  clause  of  re-entry  contained 
in  a  lease  to  one  Dyer  for  breach  of  his  co- 
venant, "  Not  to  assign,  set  over,  or  otherwise 
"  let  the  demised  premises." 

otherwise  let 

the  demised  fyremises,  it  is  not  sufficient  to  prove  the  defendant  a  stranger  in 
possession  of  the  demised  premises,  and  his  declaration  that  they  were  demised  to  kim 
hy  another  stranger. 

And  such  evidence  vFOuld  not  be  sufficient,  even  if  the  tenant  had  covenaxited  not  to 
part  with  the  possession. 

The 


[Attornitt)  Richmgj  and  ji.  JBrowA*] 


Patnk. 
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The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  proved  that  the  de-  1815. 
fendant  Payne  was  in  possession  of  the  premises,  j^^^ 
carrying  on  his  business  there,  having  placed  his 
name  over  the  door,  and  that  Payne  had  said  that 
he  took  the  premises  from  two  of  the  directors  of 
the  Commercial  sale  room. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  This  does  not  prove 
that  Dyer  either  assigned  or  let,  and  it  is  in- 
cumbent on  the  lessee  of  the  plaintiff  to  shew 
that  he  did  either  the  one  or  the  other. 

Upon  this  evidence  non  constat  that  Payne  was 
not  a  tortious  intruder.  It  does  not  appear  who 
the  directors  of  the  Commercial  sale  room  are; 
and  for  ought  that  appears,  Dyer  may  have  been 
unwilling  to  be  turned  out  of  possession.  This 
evidence  would  not  be  sufficient  even  though 
Dyer  had  covenanted  not  to  part  with  the  posses- 
sion. 

Plaintiff  nonsuited. 

Park  and  Puller  for  the  plaintiffi 
Marry att  for  the  defendant. 
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A  transferor 
property  made 
Off  the  eye  of 
bankruptcy} 
but  under  the 
apprehension 
that  a  degree 
of  forcei  civil 
or  criminalf  is 
about  to  be ' 
appliediis  valid. 
A  transfer  by 
one  of  two 
partners  on  the 
eve  of  banfc- 
ruptcy^  under 
circumstances 
which  over- 
come the  finee 
will  of  the 
party,  such  as 
the  apprehen- 
sion of  a  pro- 
secution for 
forgery,  is 
valid. 


De  Tastet  v.  Carroll. 

'PROVER  against  the  assignees  of  Parry  and 
Latham^  bankrupts,  to  recover  the  value  of  a 
large  quantity  of  rum,  sugar,  &c. 

The  question  was,  whether  Parry  in  transferring 
this  property  to  the  plaintiff  had  thereby  given 
him  a  voluntary  and  fraudulent  preference  ? 

Parry  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy  on  th? 
17th  01  January  i9i3i  he  had  before  then  been 
emplpyed  by  the  plaintiff  to  purchase  rum  and 
other  articles  for  him  to  a  very  large  amount;  and 
on  the  14th  of  January^  he  had  property  which  stooc| 
at  the  Custoni-house  in  his  own  name,  but  which 
had  been  purchased  on  the  plaintiff's  account  to 
the  amount  of  6o|Ooo/.  Qn  the  14th,  it  $ipp^ared 
by  the  confession  of  Parry ^  that  a  bill  of  exchange 
purporting  to  have  b^n  accepted  by  M^^bn^  for 
the  sum  of  22,000/.  and  which  had  been  deposited 
by  Parry  with  De  Tastet  as  a  security,  was  a  for- 
gery. Upon  this  discovery,  Mr.  De  Tastet^  ex- 
ceedingly alarmed  for  the  fate  of  his  property, 
insisted  upon  its  being  immediately  transferred, 
and  it  was  accordingly  transferred  to  him  on  the 
14th  and  15th  days  of  January. 


Lord 
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Lord  Ei^LENBORouoH  observed  to  the  jury.  For-  i  S 1 5. 
merly  the  act  0^*  bankruptcy  drew  the  Jhie  of  oepa-  ijjjTabtit 
nrtian  between  that  property  which  might  be  dis-  ft. 
posed  of  by  the  bankrupt,  and  that  which  vested  CAmBoii* 
in  the  assignees.  But  it  occuired  to  those  who 
presided  in  the  courts,  that  it  was  unjust  to  permit 
a  party  on  the  eve  of  bankruptcy  to  make  a  volun- 
tary dispositiim  o£  his  property  in  favour  of  a  parti* 
cular  creditor,  leaving  tiie  mere  husk  to  the  rest ;  and 
therefore  that  a  transfer  made  at  such  a  period,  and 
under  such  circumstances  as  evidently  shewed  that  it 
was  made  in  contemplation  of  bankruptcy,  and  in 
order  to  favour  a  particular  creditor,  should  be 
inoperative.  But  the  rule  was  not  meant  to  debar 
a  creditor  from  using  such  means,  as  were  in  his 
power  for  compelling  satisfaction  of  his  claim,  but 
merely  to  exclude  a  voluntary  and  fraudulent  pre- 
ference. The  question  for  your  consideration  is, 
whether  the  transfer  was  voluntary,  or  made  imder 
the  apprehension  that  a  degree  of  force,  civil  or 
erinmal^  was  about  to  be  applied. 

Garrow  A.  6.  submitted  that  it  was  not  com- 
petent to  Parry,  under  an^appr^ension  of  i|  pro- 
secution for  forgery;  to  deal  with  the  goods  of  his 
pertoer,  and  that  the  jury  should  be  directed  to 
find  whether  it  was  tinder  this  apprehension  that 
the  transfer  was  made ;  but 

Lord  Ellbhborough  was  of  opinioR  that  every 
thing  which  mig})t  overcome  the  free-will  of  the 
partjT,  was  sufflcieat  to  exdode  a  vduntiuy  pre- 

11  ference; 
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1815.       &rence;  and  that  Parry ^  as  a  partner,  had  the 
'daTastet  V^^^  ^^  disposing  of  the  partnership  property. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintifil 


Caxlbjolu 


^  Garrow  A*  G.,  Best  Seijt,  and  Toddy  for  the 
plaintifll 

Vaugfum  Serjt  and  Holrqyd  for  the  defendant. 

In  the  ensuing  term,  the  Court  of  K.  B.  refused 
a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial. 

[ Attorniesy  Coo^r  &f  Lowet  and  Dawes  tt  O.] 


HODNETT  ».  FORMAN. 


An  attesting     J^EBT  agaiust  the  defendant  as  executor  upon 
bondrendet  in         the  bond  of  the  testator.     Flea,  non  est  factum. 

Irelandf 

hand-writing  The  boud  in  questicfti  purported  to  have  beenc 
may  be  proved,  executed  in  Ireland^  and  to  have  been  attested  by 
^  ^  two  subscribing  witnesses.  The  plaintiff ^  having 
called  one  of  the  witnesses  who  swore  to  the  exe* 
^rtwOat-  cation  of  the  bond,  and  having  also  given  evidence 
tendance.        to  shew  that  the  bond  had  been  signed  by  the 

testator,  proposed  to  prove  the  hand-writing  of  the 
other  attesting  witness,  who,  it  appeared,  was  then 
in  Ireland^  but  had  not  been  applied  to  to  attend. 

Lord 


ftepe  have 
been  taken 
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Lord  Ellenborouoh  was  at  first  of  opinloit,       1815. 
that  this  evidence  was  inadmissible,  in  the  absence  "^  ^    - 
of  proof  of  any  steps  having  been  taken  to  pro-         v. 
cure  the  attendance  of  the  witness.     But  Park    Forma  k. 
citing  the  case  of  Prince  v,  Blackhurn(a)  in  which  it 
had  been  Jaid  down  that  evidence  of  the  hand-  v 
writing  of  a  subscribing  witness  is  admissible  where 
the  witness  resides  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court.  His  Lordship,  on  the  strength  of  this  autho- 
rity, admitted  the  evidence. 

The    plaintiff  aflerwards  elected  to  be  non- 
suited. 

Park  for  the  plaintiff. 

Garrow  A.  G.  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomies,  Hackett  ind  Set  on  ^  Co.'] 
[a)  %  £«st,  ajo. 
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ARQUSD  AND  DECIDED 

AT 

NISI    PRIUS 

IN  K.B. 

At  the  Sittings  after  Mtchaeims  Term^ 

56  George  III. 


SITTINGS  AFTER  TERM  AT  MIDDLESEX^ 


1S15. 


Clarke  v.  Harvey* 


J)EBT  to  recover  a  penalty  of  50/.  from  the  de* 
fendant  as  publisher  of  the  Day  newspaper,  for 
advertising  a  proposal  to  pay  a  sum  of  money  for 
the  procurement  of  an  office  under  government, 
under  st.  49  6.3.  c.126.  $.6. 

The  declaration  alleged,  that  the  defendant  had 
advertised  a  proposal  for  a  promise  to  give  the  siim 
of  150  guineas  to  any  one  who  should  procure 
A.  B.  a  place  under  government,  &c.  the  adver- 
tisement was  set  out. 


A  declaririan 

imdar  the 

•t  49  G.  3» 

€•  ia6»  !•  6., 

afl^get  dut 

the  defendant 

advertiieda 

proposal 

fir  a  promije 

to  give  the 

the  torn  of 

150  guineas, 

to  anyone 

idio  would 

procQie  Am  B* 

a  fhicemuier 

govemmeru  ; 

the  wordMfir  a  promitey  may  be  rejected  as  surplusage. 

The  words  lauUr  government  are  tufficient,  though  the  words  of  the  statute  are,  ^  office 

mthegif  of  the  Crown." 

Topping 
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Topping  for  the  defendant  objected,  that  this       IBli. 

description  varied  from  the  advertisement  which  CLAanT 
was  a  proposal  to  receive  a  promMCf  the  advertise*         v. 

ment  in  feet  offering  150  guineas  to  any  one  who  H^*^"* 
would  procure  for  A.B.  a  phce  under  govern- 
ment, &c. 

Lord  Ellenborouoh  held,  that  the  words  ^*  a 
proposal  for  a  promise''  were  nonsense,  but  said  that 
he  would  reject  the  words  ^^  a  jpromise,  and  thed 
it  would  stand  merely  as  an  advertisement  of  a 
proposal  to  give  1 50  guineas,  &c. 

T'opping  objected,  that  the  words  of  the  adver- 
tisement were  office  under  government^  those  of  the 
statute  qffice  in  the  gift  qf  the  crown^  but 


But  Lord  EixiMBOROiloH  hdd,  that  this  was  an 
advertisement  within  the  statute,  notwithstanding 
the  variance  in  the  terms. 

Verdict  fbr  the  plaintiff. 

Garrcm  A.  6.  and  Esphuuse  for  the  plaintiff. 

Topping  and  Curwood  for  the  defendant 

[Attornicti  NicboiU  and  Smitk."} 
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Burn  v.  Phelps. 


181J. 


ASSUMPSIT  for  use  and  occupation. 


The  defendant  being  tenant  to  the  plaintifr  of 

t'So'tl^  V^^"^^^  in  WarcestersMre  at  130/.  per  annum, 
lets  to  c.  and  undcF-let  the  premises  to  Badger  and. several  other 
^•"  •  ^"?*^  under-tenants ;  during  this  tenancy  and  the 
A.  ijivet  notice  under-tcnauaes,  the  plaintiff  gave  notice  to 
to  Co  and        Bodger  and  the  other  undertenants  to  quit,  ancf 

the  other  un-       _*=',_._  .,  _,  *. 

dertenants  to  Badger  had  m  fact  quitted,  and  the  premises  oc- 

quit,  and  c.  cupied  by  him  worth  60/.  per  annum  remained  un- 

and  Ae*Und8  occupied  for  One  year ;  at  the  expiration  of  the 

before  occu-  year  Phelps  again  under-let  them  to  another  tenant; 

remai/uii!!^  and  he  still  continued  in  possession  of  the  whole 

occupied  for  a  by  his  undcr-tenants ;  the  defendant  had  paid  into 

aretiim again  Court  a  sum  which  covered  all  the  rent  claimed 

let  by B.;  exccpt  the  6o/.,  which  he  insisted  upon  was  not 

t:^  due  to  the  plaintiff: 

B.  for  the  use 

and  occupaion      Lord  EiLENBOROUGH  was  of  opiuiou,  that  under 

the  year.  the  circumstauces  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  an 

AsAsembie  eviction  Es  to  the  premises  occupied  by  Badger ^ 

drc^t^es,  ^^  ^^  least,and  suggested  that  an  eviction  might 

an  eviction  have  been  pleaded  to  the  whole  demand.   Upon  sig- 

Scaded  to  the  ^^fy^^^g  ^^^8  Opinion  to  the  jury,  the  plaintiff  elected 

whole  de^  to  be  nousuitcd. 

mand. 

The  Attorney 'General  zxidi  Scarktt  for  the  pkintiffl 
Park  and  Marry att  for  the  defendant. 

[Attorniet,  Fladgate  and  Tajflor*2 
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IN  THE  COMMON  PLEAS. 

1815. 

CoPELAND  V.  Wattss  and  Another,  Executors  of    December  4* 

GUBBINS. 

j\CTION  by  the  lessor  on  covenants  in  the  lease  A  solicitor  to  a 

against  the  defendants  as  the  executors  qf  j,  bound^ 
Gubbms  the  lessee.     Plea  non  est  factum^  (there  pfoducehb  •, 
were  several  special  pleas.)    It  appeared  that  both  execmldw* ' 
the  lease  and  counterpart  had  several  years  ago  the  defendant* 
been  found  amongst  the  documents  of  Mr.  King  ^[^^  ^^ 
an   attorney,  lately  deceased;    that    before    the  not  operate  to 
bringing  of  the  action  search  had  been  made  in  ^\?''^?*|^  i 
the  iron  box  in  which  both  lease  and  counterpart     But  if  the  : 
had  before  been  deposited,  when  the  lease  was  ««^ofwcii 
found    bearing  date  in  the  year  1784,  but  the  would  operate 
counterpart  was  missing.     In  order  to  prove  the  tothe  prejudice 
execution  of  the  counterpart,  a  witness  was  called  j^n^  the 
upon  to  produce  an  under-lease  of  the  same  pre-  Court  wiu 
mises  of  the  same  date  with  the  original  lease  by  ^^  *^  *^  ^ 
Gubbms  to  one  Coley  and  which  recited  the  original 
lease. 

The  witness  demurred  to  the  production  of  this 
under-lease,  stating  that  he  was  solicitor  to  Mr.  Cole 
and  that  he  conceived  it  to  be  doubtful  at  the  least, 
whether  the  interest  of  his  client  might  not  be  pre- 
judiced by  the  production  of  the  underJeaser* 

Gibes 
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181 5,  GiBBs  C.  J.  after  examining  the  underlease 

C^^^[^^  said,  that  he  was  of  opinion  that  the  production  o^' 

V.         this  document  would  not  be  prejudicial  to  Mr.Cofe, 

^^Gmmf  ^*  *^^*  ^^^  ^'  ^^^^  ^^y  ^^^^  ^^^  circuitously 

and  therefore  directed  it  to  be  read,  he  observed 

however,  that  if  it  had  appeared  that  the  interest 

of  a  third  person  would  have  been  prejudiced  by 

it,  he  should  not  have  directed  the  document  to  be 

lead. 


r 

An  jdctptiMt  Ijcns  SerjL  for  the  defendant,  afterwards  insisted 
of  ft  SiB^  lipoft  the  fact  ci  rent  having  been  r^ularly  paid 
Bfn  to  to  pift-  to  the  pkintiffby  Cold  and  not  by  Gtibbins^  as  one 
^■^^^  cnfCiimst&nce  (inter  alia,)  from  which  the  jury 
•ciMt  af  tht  would  be  justified  in  presuming  that  the  pUinti^ 
f^^!^      by  accepting  a  surrender,  had  discharged  Gvbbins^ 

bftheorifbul    DUt 

t  tlMponm.      GiBBS  C.  J.  in  summing  up  to  the  jury,  observed 

that  it  would  be  productive  of  dangerous  coitsfe- 
quences  to  presume  a  surrender  to  the  lessor,  from 
the  fact  of  his  receiving  payment  from  an  assfgnefe ; 
a  landlord  in  general,  was  willing  to  receive  p^- 
ment  from  the  person  who  offered  it,  whosoever  he 
was,  but  by  receiving  it,  he  did  not  discharge  liie 
lessee* 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Best  Serjt  and  Peake  for  the  plaintiff 

Jjens  and  Vaughan  Serjts.  for  the  drfendtfttC. 

[AttorBieti  CoptUmd  aad  Sarell,^ 
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IN  THE  KING'S  BENCH. 


SITTINGS  AT  WESTMINSTER. 

"  1815. 

Lane  v.  ApPLEGATE.  Tuesday, 

December  5* 

^.^  ASE  for  words  imputing  a  charge  of  an  unna-  Action  for 
i—    tural  crime.     Plea,  the  General  Issue.  ^ri^rmme; 

an  agreement 
^_^  on  the  part  of 

The  words  were  proved,  —  On  the  part  of  the  the  plaintiff,  to 
defendant,  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  and  her  ^J^^ 
Ute  husband  having  succeeded  to  the  occupation  words  spoken^ 
of  a  house,  formerly  occupied  by  the  plaintiff,  had  incon«deratio« 

I  ,    •'^  .1  .  that  the  de- 

become,  possessed  of  certain  letters,  purporting  to  fendant  will 

contain  proofs  against  the  plaintiff,  of  an  offence  de»troy  ccitaia 
of  the  nature  charged  ;  it  also  appeared  that  the  ^i,  potsejMon, 
I^tiff  after  the  speaking  of  the  "words,  entered  or  which  might 
into  a  written  agreement  with  the  defendant,  which  ^^^^  j^^^,  |,., 
stated  that  the  plaintiff  had  burnt  one  of  these  pojiewion,  im« 
letters,  and  was  then  to  destroy  another,  and  that  J^]J^rimc  to 
she  had  undertaken  to  destroy  all  other  letters  of  the  plaintiff, 
the  same  kind  which  might  subsequently  come  J^j^^^^ 
into  her  possession ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  and  de-  bumbgof  tha 
fendant  had  mutually  agreed  not  to  bring  actions  ^2^^n^\ 
against  each  other  on  any  ground  connected  with  bar  to  the 
these  charges  or  letters.  ^^^'  "l^ 

^         ^  may  be  given 

in  evidence 

VOL.  I.  H  Lord  ""^  ?i« 

general  istue . 
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^^^^*  Lord  £ll£nborou6h  C.  J.  was  of  opinion,  that 

Lane       *^^^  agreement  was  a  bar  to  the  action,   as  an 
v*  accord  and  satisfaction,  and  was  evidence  under 

Applboatz.  ^^  General  Issue. 

A  juror  was  withdrawn  by  agreement* 

The  Attbmey^General  and  Comyns  for  the  plain- 
tiff. 

Park  and  Puller  for  the  defendant. 


[Attontiety  WUlmgbam  and  Upsttme.^ 


■•  ■% 


Same  daf.  HuxLET  V.  Bbrg  and  Others. 

A  pkintiff  in    ^RESPASS  for  breaking  and  entering  the  plain- 
tmpass  may.  tiff's  dwelling-house,  and  for  a  battery. 

giye  in  eyi* 

•equentiad^b^  The  plaintiff  was  allowed  to  give  in  evidence 

jury  to  his  that  his  wife  was  so  terrified  by  the  conduct  of  the 

sub^^ve*  *  defendants,  that  she  was  immediately  taken  ill, 

ground  of  and  soon  afterwards  died ;  but  this  was  held  to  be 

Aewhow  ^  admissibfe  for  the  purpose  only  of  shewing  how 

violent  the  outrageous  and  violent  the  breaking,  &c.  was,  and 

^^^  not  a6  a  substantive  ground  of  damage. 

OneofieTeral 
defeqidanti»  agaiift  whom  on  the{  dose  of  the  plaintiff's  case  no  tvideoce  hat  bean 
offered^  is  not  entitled  to  an  acquittal^  till  the  whole  case  is  ready  for  the  jury.    But  in 
addndii^  evidence  in  contradiction  to  that  oSsnd  hy  the  other  defendut^  Ae  phimiir 
canoot  goiitto  A  new  case  against  the  first. 

The 


AFTER  MICHAELMA8  TERM,  56^  GEORGE  IIL  99 

The  evidence  for  the  plaintiff  being  closed,  and  ISIS. 

there  being  no  evidence  against  Jones  one  of  the  Huxlky 

defendants,    the  Attorney-General^  before  he  ad-  v. 

dressed  the  jury,  submitted  that  he  ought  to  be  ^^  o^s. 
immediately  acquitted. 

But  Lord  Ellenborouoh  C.  J.  held  that  he 
ought  not  to  be  acquitted,  before  the  Tvhole  case 
was  ready  for  the  juiy. 

But  after  evidence  brought  on  the  part  of  the 
other  defendants,  the  plaintiff  in  addjidng  evidence 
ia  contradiction,  was  not  permitted  to  give  fresh 
evidence  in  order  to  implicate  Jones. 

Verdict  for  the  plainti£ 

Topping  and  Curwood  for  the  plaintiff. 
The  Attorney-General  for  the  defendants. 

[Anomles,  Bitgfy  and  Dolmaa,'} 
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SITTINGS  IN  MIDDLESEX. 


1815. 


Wedneifdayt 
December  6« 

Tfie  counael 
for  the  plaintiff 
may  suggest 
to  the  ^tness 
caDedy  to  prove 
the  partsenhip 
ofsevendineni- 
benof  afirm 
who  are  plain* 
tifftythe 
names  of  the 
component 
memben  of 
the  firm*    |t 
in  not  s)iifi- 
cient  to  prove 
the  teveral 
tumamesywith- 
out  proving 
alio  the  chsis- 
tian  names  of 
uie  members 
of  the  firm,  as 
stated  in  the 
declaration. 


AcERRQ  and  Others  v.  P£troni. 

ASSUMPSIT  by  the  plaintiflfe  bankers  at  Pflw^ 
upon  an  account  stated  by  the  defendant 

The'  witness  called  to  prove  the  partnership  of 
the  plaintiffiy  could  not  recollect  the  names  of  the 
component  members  of  the  firm,  so  as  to  repeat 
them  without  suggestion,  but  said  he  might  possi* 
bly  recognize  them  if  suggested  to  him. 

Lord  Ellekborough  aUudi^ng  to  a  case  tried 
before  Lord  Mansfieldy  in  which  the  witness 
had  bjeen  allowed  to  read  a  written  list  of  names» 
ruled,  that  there  was  no  objection  to  asking  the 
witness,  whether  certain  specified  persona  were 
members  of  the  firm. 

The  witness  recollected  the  surnames,  but  not 

the  christian  names  of  those  mentioned,  as  mem-^ 

bers  of  the  firm,  and  their  christian  names  being 

specified  in  the  declaraticm  in  the  count  upon  the 

account  stated,  and  the  terms  of  the  acknowledge 

ment  being  generally  to  Acerro  and  Co.  the  plain-^ 

tiffi  were 

Nonsuited. 

The 
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The  Attorney-General  for  the  plaintiS.  1815. 

ACERRO 

-  Park  for  the  defendant.  and  Others 


Vm 

Petroni. 


[Attornle^  Ma^bew  and  RapiaeL'} 


^  *'. 


Newman  v.  Newman.  Thursday, 

December  7. 

EBT  by  Arm  Newman,  executrix  of  Henry  Payment  of 
Newman,  on  the  defendant's  bond,  bearing  money  secured 

.     .      , ,  o  by  bond,  is  not 

te  m  the  year  1 7  84.  J  5^  ™. 

sumed. 

It  appeared  that  in  the  year  1 784,  Francis  New-  d^ao\^ 
♦»Mn  being  tenant  for  life,  remainder  to  Henry  haveeiapicd 


^ewman,  the  testator  for  life,  remainder  to  the  de-  jJ^j^J^^ 

*fendant,  the  son  of  H.  Nemnan  in  tail ;    it  was  ment  that  any 

^^eed  that  the  defendant  should  be  made  tenant  "^  V^.f"? 

.•  •II  upon  It,  if  the 

^^-fee,  and  on  this  occasion  a  bond  was  granted  by  obligee  ever 
the  defendant  dated  in  1784,  securing  to  the  tes-  »^*  *^ 
tator  1000/.  generally,  and  also  the  further  sum  of  ment  has  re' 
7500/.  payable  on  the  death  of  Francis  Newman*      •'ded  abroad. 

In  1792,  the  father,  H.  Newman,  made  an  affi- 
davit to  hold  the  son  to  bail  for  the  debt  of  1000/., 
when  the  defendant  wrote  a  letter,  from  which  it 
appeared  that  the  sum  of  1 000/.  was  then  unpaid. 

H  3  From 


J02 


1815* 


Newman 

NlWMAK« 


CASES  AT  NISI  PSIUS, 

From  that  period  up  to  the  time  of  the  actioo 
brought,  the  defendant  had  resided  in  America. 

For  the  defendant  it  was  contended,  that  pay- 
ment was  to  be  presumed  from  lapse  of  time. 

But  Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion  that 
there  was  no  ground  for  this  presumption,  since 
it  appeared  that  the  debt  was  unpaid  in  1792,  and 
the  defendant  had  since  that  time  been  resident 
abroad,  there  was  therefore  no  period  of  time  since 
the  year  1 792,  when  the  presumption  could  be  said 
to  be  rebutted. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff^ 

iVzrJt  for  the  plaintiff. 

4 

Garrow  A.  G,  for  the  defendant. 

[Attttnies,  jiilen  and  Pearje,'] 


Same  day. 


Drury  V.  MoORE. 


Evkience  tfitt  (^ASE  against  the  defendant  for  excluding  the 

manor  haa  *  plaintiff  from  the  enjoyment  of  a  common  right 

from  time  to  on  Hadlcy  Common^  to  which  he  was  entitled  as 

hoUIel  tTthe  appurtcuaut  to  a  certain  messuage  and  lands. 

exclusion  of. 

those  claiming  a  right  at  commoOi  it  not  to  be  placed  in  competition  with  eridence  of  Umg 

enjoyment,  coupled  with  an  acknowledgment  of  the  defendant,  the  lord  of  the  manor  hff 

deed,  that  the  confirmation  of  the  conunoners  was  ffffffftf?'  to  an  alienation  of  part  of  hfch 

•ommon. 

The 
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The  defendant  was  lord  of  the  manor  of  Had^       IS\5. 
ky^  and  had  lately  inclosed  Hadley  Green.  Drury 


The  plaintiff  proved  enjoyment  of  the  common 
by  himself  and  those  under  whom  he  claimed,  by 
the  evidence  of  very  old  witnesses.  He  also  ptoved 
that  in  1 800,  a  mill  having  been  built  on  a  p^t  of 
the  green,  for  charitable  purposes,  an  indenture 
luui  been  executed  by  Mr.  Mwrre  and  others,  by 
^hich  Mr.  Moore  granted  the  land,  subject  to  the 
confirmation  of  the  commoners. 

Fork  for  the  defendant  stated,  that  he  was  able 
to  prove  that  the  lords  of  the  manor  had  from  time 
to  time,  from  a  very  ancient  date,  taken  and  leased 
puts  of  the  green,  upon  which  houses  had  been 
built,  to  the  total  exclusion  of  the  commoners. 

Lord  EtLENBOROUOH.  —  I  am  ready  to  receive 
such  evidence,  which  tends  to  shew  an  unqualified 
^ht  in  fee-simple,  but  in  the  result  I  think  it  will 
he  of  no  avail.  Lords  of  manors  continually  en- 
croach upon  the  rights  of  comnioners,  but  such 
evidence,  when  weighed  against  long  enjoyment» 
and  the  solemn  deed  of  the  party,  would  prove  as 
light  as  a  feather  in  the  scale^ 
\  Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Topping  J  Bkhardsony  and  Monro  for  the  plaintiff* 

Park  and  Marry dtt  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies,  Seaton  &  Co.  andJ'fVii!^} 

H  4 


MoORE. 
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Lubbock  and  Others  t;.  In oli^. 


L^nlooDSdl  T^^^^^  against  the  London  Dock  Company,  to 
Company  to  recover  the  value  of  a  quantity  of*  hides. 

deliver  a  .  ' 

hitobdonging  ^^  J^ne  1814,  the  hides  in  question  were  lying 
to  him  in  their  in  the  warehouse  of  the  London  Dock  Company^ 
^«uppoLgthl!t  ^^  ^^  name  ot*  Lubbock  and  Co.  the  owners. 

B*  has  par« 

WhimTthe  ^  '^^  ®^"^®  month,  Taylor  and  Co.  the  broker* 
dock  company  of  Lubbock  and  Co.  seut  to  the  latter  a  sale  note^ 
delivers  them  fj^om  which  it  appeared,  that  they  had  sold  these 
purporting  to'  hides  to  Broodheodj  a  dealer  in  the  country,  to  be 
be  the  order  of  paid,  for  bv  bill  at  four  months. 

B.,  but  which     '^  "^ 

f s  a  mere 

forgery;  B  in  In  November  1814,  the  plaintiffs  sent  an  order 
purchased*thef  ^  *^®  Londou  Dock  Company,  to  deliver  the  hides 
goods.  The  to  the  Order  of  Broadliead.  In  the  subsequent 
are  iiabi"t^o*A!,  Marcli,  the  plaintiffi,  writing  to  Broadhead  for 
although  he      payment,  it  was  discovered  that  Broadhead  had 

not  purchased  any  goods  from  the  plaintiffs.  The 
plaintiffs  then  directed  the  London  Dock  Company 
to  rehouse  the  goods  in  the  name  of  the  plaintiffi^, 
but  it  appeared  that  in  the  mean  time  the  London 
^AnA  fb^"^'  ^^^^  Company  had  delivered  the  hides  upon  an 
A.  might  after  ofdcr,  purporting  to  have  been  made  by  Broad^ 
f^^T^^  ^«  head,  but  which  turned  out  to  be  a  mere  forgery. 


neglected  to 
apply  to  B.  til! 
four  months 
afterwards, 
when  the  sup- 
posed time  of 


fraud,  have 

recovered 

possession  of  his  hides  from  another  peraoo. 


The 
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The  Attomey-General  for  the  defendants  con-       1815. 
%endedy  that  inasmuch  as  the  plaintifis  had  directed    Lubbock 
^e  defendants  to  deliver  the  hides  to  the  order  of  and  Othcn 
JBroadheadf  and  had  neglected  to  make  inquiry      xnous. 
^fter  Broadhead  till  it  was  too  late  to  defeat  the 
dOraud,  they  had  by  their  laches  subjected  themselves 
ix>  the  loss. 

Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that  since 

the  order  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendants  was  to 

deliver  the  hides  to  Broadhead^   the  defendants 

were    bound  not   to  deliver    them   to   any  one 

l>at  upon  the  order  of  Broadhead^  and  that  since 

jBroadhead  had  made  no  order,  they  were  liable 
to  the  plaintifl^  for  the  amount.  If  Broadhead 
liad  in  fact  made  an  order,  the  defendants  would 
liave  been  justified  in  delivering  the  goods  accord- 
ing to  such  order. 

The  Attomejf'General  offered  to  prove  that  the 
fdaintifis,  after  this  discovery,  might  have  had  the 
hides  back  from  Taylor  and  Co. 

But  Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that 
as  the  defendants  had  delivered  the  hides  without 
authority,  the  plaintifis  were  not  bound  to  get 
them  back. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Park  and  Topping  for  the  plaintiflfe. 

Garrow  A.  G.  and  Bosanqtcet  Serjt.  for  the  de- 
fendant. 

[Attonuct,  Crowder  flc  Co,  and  Weston,'] 
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GUILDHALL. 


*  » 


1815. 


Saturday* 

TjtCKOUMT  9* 

Fkx)Of  of  a 
profDissoiy 
note  payable 
to  A*  B*  ^eiie» 
rally  is  prima 
Jade  tndieaot 
of  a  promise  to 
A.B,  the 
fishery  and  not 
toA«  B.the 
•QUf  file  names 
being  the 
same*  but  A* 
B>  the  son^ 
ilthoogh  styled 
in  the  dedira- 
don  A.  B.  the 
younger^ 
bringing  the 
action*  and 
being  in 
possession  of 
the  note*  is 
entitled  to  re- 
corerupon  it> 


Coram  Batley  J. 
Sweeting  v.  Fowler,  and  Another. 

« 

ASSUMPSIT  by  Henry  Sweeting  the  younger^ 
on  a  promissory  note,  which  was  payable  to 
Henry  Sweeting  generally. 

It  appeared  that  there  were  two  Henry  Sweet- 
ings,  fatiher  and  son. 

Batlet  J.  held,  that  this  was  evidence  of  a  pro* 
mise  to  Henry  Sweeting  the  father,  and  not  to 
Henry  Sweeting  the  younger,  as  stated  in  the  de- 
claration. 

The  plaintiff  then  proved,  ^Bt  Henry  Sweeting 
the  younger  had  given  instructions  to  bring  the  ac- 
tion, and  was  in  possession  of  the  note. 

Batlet  J.  thought  this  sufficient,  but  gave  Jones^ 
for  the  defendant,  liberty  to  move  the  point. 

Verdict  for  the  Plaintiff. 


Littledak 
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Littledale  for  the  pliHntifi; 
Jones  for  the  defendants. 

[Attorsieti  Cooper  &  Lowe  and  Batenum.'^ 


I ' 


Okell  v.  Smith,  and  Another.  s,mie  day. 

ASSUMPSIT  for  the  price  of  16  copper  pans.       where  oteoftit 

to  be  used  in 

These  pans  had  been  made  by  the  plaintiff  under  been  con^ 
A  contract,  by  which  he  engaged  that  they  should  «»f  «*  ^^  «>d 
be  sound,  and  be  made  of  the  best  materials,  to  be  ^  sdpuiatA 
paid  for  at  a  certain  stipulated  fNrice,  by  bill  at  two  pnce,  it  u  a 
months.  T^  ^"^ 

whether  the 

The  defendants  after  five  or  six  trials,  found  that  ^^J^JSL 
lihe  pans  were  not  sound,  and  would  not  answer  tfae^m  unfit 
the  purpose  for  which  they  were  intended}  viz.  ^^^'^ 

the  manufacture  of  vitriol.  were  intended, 

has  used 

Park  for  the  plaintiff  contended,  that  the  de-  ^^^JjJ^ 
&ndants  having  used  the  pans  several  times,  were  cetaary,  in 
precluded  from  disputing  the  payment  at  the  rate  JS^Tto* 
stipulated  for.     But  trial. 

Andlf  not, 
tiw  oommodity  being  bulky,  and  after  a  reatonable  trial  found  to  be  unfit  for  radi 
porpoae^  tiie  vendor  upon  notice  giveUy  it  bound  to  take  them  away ;  but  if  the  Tendee 
fctain  die  otHinlt,  without  giving  such  noticie,  he  h  liable  to  pay  for  the  Taluc  of  the 

Batlet  J. 
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1815.  Batley  J.  held,  that  it  was  a  question  for  thie 

Okbll     J^^y*  whether  the  defendants  had  used  the  pans 

V.         more  than  was  necessary,  in  order  to  give  them  a 

Smith       feij.  trial, 
and  Another. 

Park  for  the  plaintifi^  assimilated  the  case  to 
that  of  Morgan  v.  Richardson^  (a),  and  as  the 
agreement  was  for  an  entire  sum,  contended  that 
the  defect  in  the  pans  was  properly  the  subject  of 
a  cross  action;  and  he  attempted  to  distinguish 
the  case  from  that  of  Fatnsworth  v.  Garrard^  (b) 
and  others  of  that  description,  where  the  articles 
were  "wholly  unfit  for  use. 

The  Attorney-General  and  Campbell  answered^ 
that  in  Morgan  v.  Richardson,  a  bill  of  exchange 
was  given.  In  Fisher  v.  Sanudoy  (c)  where  a  wall 
had  been  built  so  improperly  that  no  benefit  what« 
ever  h*d  been  derived  from  the  service,  it  was 
held  that  the  plaintifi'  was  not  entitled  to  recover 
even  the  value  of  the  brick  and  mortar,  and  in 
general  where  the  article  is  bulky,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  return  it,  it  is  sufficient  to  give  notice  to 
the  other  party. 

«  . 

Bayley  J. — The  plaintiff  certainly  is  not  enti- 
tled to  recover  the  full  price  stipulated  for  by  the 
contract,  according  to  which  he  was  bound  to 
furnish  pans  capable  of  answering  the  purposes 


(tf)  X  Campb,  40.  n.        (^)  z  Campb.  38.         {e)  z  Campbb  190. 

for 
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fijtr  which  they  were  ordered.    If  the  defendants       ]^^^_j 
after  giving  them  a  reasonable  trial,  found  them      Ouxi. 
insufficient  for  the  purpose,  and  gave  notice  to         v, 
that  effect,  to  the  plaintiff  he  was  bound  to  take  g^^^  AnSher. 
them  away,  and  they  remained  at  his  risk ;  but  if  no 
notice  was  given,  but  the  defendants  retained  the 
pansy  they  are  liable  to  pay  as  much  as  the  materials 
are  worth. 

The  action  was  afterwards  referred. 

Park  for  the  plaintiff. 

Gamm  A.  G.,  and  Campbell  for  the  defendants* 


[Attomiett  Beepbam  9jbA  Aiii^J*2 


KifiRAN  V.  JoHKsoN  and  Another,  Assignees  of  Mmukf, 

MaCMASTEB,  Dwember  lu 


A^SSUMPSIT  for  money  had  and  received  by  Pnwfthat 

the  defendants,  as  the  assignees  of  Macmaster,  wnicaietter 
a  bankrupt,  to  the  use  of  the  plaintiff.  to  the  ddcn- 

danty  purport- 
ing to  contain 
a  bSQ  of  exchange^  with  directiont  how  the  product  thould  be  applied,  and  that  the  de» 
fcfwlant  aoeii  afterwards  had  a  bUl  in  his  potiessiony  which  answered  the  descriptioa 
containrd  in  the  letter,  affords  presumptive  evidence^  that  both  the  letter  and  the  bill 
§afand  their  way  to  the  defendant. 

In  aider  to  mak^  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt  liable  for  money  had  and  recetved  by 
llie  bankmpt  ^or  a  specific  purpose,  it  is  necessary  to  prove  that  the  money  came  into 
thdx  hands,  with  a  knowledge  of  the  purposes  for  which  it  was  destined. 

For 


1 
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1815.       incumbent  on  the  ship-owner  to  have  procured 
*^    jT^  such  order. 

Idle.  Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion  tliat  it  wa» 

clearly  incumbent  on  the  person  whose  conduct 
created  tlie  necessity  of  such  an  order,  to  take  the 
proper  steps  to  procure  it. 

It  was  afterwards  contended,  that  at  all  events 
the  defendants  were  to  be  allowed  a  reasonable  time 
for  procuring  such  special  order  from  the  Lords  of 
the  Treasury. 

But  Lord  Ellenborough  held,  that  since  the 
duty  resulted  from  the  importation  of  the  wipes 
under  particular  circumstances,  which  occasioned 
the  restraint,  it  was  the  business  of  the  importer  to 
remove  that  restraint  which  had  been  caused  by  his 
own  conduct,  and  that  the  case  did  not  involve 
any  question  as  to  reasonable  time. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintifi^  for  the  amount  of  1 8 
days  demurrage,  (a) 

Garrow  A.  G.  and  Lowes  for  the  plaintiff 
Park  and  Many  aft  for  the  defendants.. 

[Attomies,  Sheffield  ztA  Lamb,'} 


(a)  See  Rodgen  v.  Forester  x  Campb.  483^   ami   Burmester    v, 
Hodgson,  2  Campb.  488^. 
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White  v.  Chapman.  ^i* 

ASSUMPSIT  for  flour  sold  and  delivered,  and  A&ctorwiio 
for  money  had  and  received.  J^  ^ 

•^  gumy^  or  gran 

nutcondnct 

The  defendant  had  sold  flour  to  several  persons,  ^^^^ 
informing  them  that  he  sold  by  commission  for  principd,  !• 
another,  but  without  communicating  the  name  of  ^rf^foT*^ 
his  principal.     The  flour  was  afterwards  sent  to  commiirioii  in 
the  diflerent  vendees  of  Chapman  by  White.  ■"  ****?*  ^  ^ 

^  ^  mooeyhad  and 

reoerred  to  tht 

Lord  Ellen  BOROUGH  was  of  opinion  that  the  ofofhit 
plaintiff  could  not  recover  against  Chapman^  for  ^'"'"'"^ 
goods  sold  and  delivered  to  him,  but  that  he  might 
recover  such  sums  as  he  could  prove  Chapman  to 
have  received  in  payment  for  the  flour,  from  the 
different  vendees,  though  still  the  defendant  would 

be  entitled  to  deduct  the  amount  of  his  commis- 

« 

sion  on  the  sales,  unless  indeed  it  appeared  that  he 
had  grossly  misconducted  himself  as  an  agent;  for 
in  such  cases  it  had  been  held,  tliat  a  factor  could 
not  deduct  for  commission. 

The  cause  was  afterwards  referred. 

f 

Garrow  A.  G.  and  E.  Lowes  for  the  plaintiff 
Park  and  Abbott  for  the  defendant. 

[Attorntes,  Stratton  and  fFilsonJ} 
VOL.  I.  I 
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^^£*  MoBGAN  V.  Davison* 

STSKTIx.  A'^'^^^^^'^  ^y  *^®  indorsee  of  a  bill  of  exchange 
dunge  at  a  against  the  drawer.     The  bill  was  made  paya- 

countifighouic^  ble  at  Herring  and  Richardson's,  CopthaU<!aurt, 

(where  ki»         ^      j 
made  payable)  J^OnoOn. 

between  aix 

o'cioJk^the       '^^^  plaintiff  proved  presentment  at  Herring 
«vaui^  It       and  Richardson's,  (who  were  not  bankers)  in  Cop* 

thalUCotirtj  on  the  day  when  the  bill  became  due^ 
between  six  and  seven  in  the  evening,  when  no  one 
was  there  but  a  girl  left  to  take  care  of  the  count- 
ing-house. 

#  r  - 

■     •     •         •         • 

Lord  £LL£NBOitou6H  held  that  this  was  a  suffi- 
cient presentment,  the  hour  was  not  an  improper 
one^  and  the  holder  might  reasonably  expect  to 
find  the  party  in  his  counting-house  at  that  time. 

Topping  for  the  plaintiff. 

Scarlett  for  the  defendant. 

[Attoniet  WUtcn  and  Miggkun.'^ 
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Davis  v.  Reynolds*  iai5. 

TTROVER  for  1 9  mats  of  flax.    Coxvper  and  Co.  GkxHJs  con- 
in  London  had  bought  of  Peacock  and  Co.,  who  J^^^^^^ 
resided  in  the  north  of  England,  the  flax  in  ques-  amTai  are 
tion,  which  had  been  consigned  to  Cowper  and  Co.  !f".^^  ^.^^ 
and  landed  on  the  defendant  s  wharf  m  London,  wharf;  the 
Cowper   and    Co.    had    transmitted    to   Peacock  £jj^"*° 
and  Co.  their  acceptance  for  the   amount,  and  trover,  may 
had  sold  the  flax  to  the  plaintifl^,  who  had  paid  P"*^  ^  ^^^^ 
them  the  amount  and  taken  a  receipt.     The  bill  of  thoughthe  biU 
lading  was  tendered  in  evidence  but  rejected  for  ofiadingwhiqii 

Want  of  stamp.  Ported  to  him 

cannot  here- 

BoUand  for  the  defendant  objected,  that  no  pro-  ^"ctS^t 
perty  had  been  proved  in  the  plaintiff,  the  proper  of  a  stamp. 
evidence  of  transfer  would  have  been  the  indorse-    .  The  vendor 

ot  goods 

ment  of  the  bill  of  lading,  which  was  not  in  evi-  having  taken 

dence.  the  vendee'. 

acceptance  m 
payment,  can- 

Lord  Ellenborough  C.  J.  —  The  right  of  pos-  "^  *^  ^^ 
session  follows  the  right  of  property.     When  the  ^,7^  J^^etT^ 
goods  arrived  at  the  wharf,  they  were  delivered  to  t^«  bui  hat 
the  wharfinger  as  the  bailee  for  the  benefit  of  the  ho^^„,^, 
person  entitled.     At  that  time  Cowper  and  Co. 
were  entitled,  for  they  had  paid  their  accepted.bill 
for  the  goods  which  does  not  appear  to  have  been 
dishonoured,  they  had  thereby  acquired  a  right  of 
property  which  they  were  competent  to  assign. 

I  2  BolUmd 
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\    ^^^^'    ^      BoUcmd  cited  Hunt  v.  J^arrf (a),  to  shew  that 

Davis      ^^  vendor  had  a  right  to  stop  in  transitu :  unless 

^    ^         the  goods  were  under  the  very  touch  of  the  vendee. 

Reynolds.  °  "^ 

Lord  Ellenborough  C.  J.  Yes,  but  here  is  the 
further  fact  that  the  acceptance  of  Cowper  and  Co. 
for  the  amount  had  been  transmitted  to  the  ven- 
dors. Unless  you  shew  that  the  bill  was  dishonoured, 
they  stood  in  the  situation  of  paid  sellers ;  if  Ckfw* 
per  and  Co.  had  not  then  the  property  in  the  goods^ 
the  consequence  would  have  been  that  the  property 
would  have  remained  in  abeyance  till  the  time  of 

payment  of  the  bill  had  run  out. 

Verdict  for  the  plainti£ 

Park  for  the  plaintiff. 
BoUand  for  the  defendant. 

[Attorniesf  hoots  and  Jwuu'^ 
(a)  Cited  3  Term  Rep.  467. 


Thurrfay,  PhIPSON  V.  KnELLER. 

December  14* 

Thedraw^    ^SSUMPSIT  by  the  indorsee  of  a  bill  of  exchange 
change,  who  agaiast  the  drawer. 

before  tlie 

bill  becomes  due,  says  my  residence  b  immaterial  I  will  inquire  whether  the  bill  is  paid» 

dispenses  with  notice  of  tilt  dishonour. 

10  Three 
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Three  days  before  the  bill  become  du#,  Kneller 
tiie  drawer  upon  inquiry  made  by  the  holder  told 
liim,  that  the  bill  when  due  would  not  be  paid  by 
the  acceptor ;  and  said  he  would  not  give  his  own 
address,  but  would  call  in  a  few  days  and  inquire 
whether  the  bill  had  been  paid  or  not. 

• 

Lord  I4.LENB0ROU0H.  —  No  legal  proposition 
can  be  more  clear  than  that  where  a  party  says,  ipy 
residence  is  immaterial,  I  wiU  inquire  whether  the 
bill  is  paid,  he  tliereby  takes  upon  himself  the  oniis 
of  making  inquiry  and  dispenses  with  notice. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Gamyw  A.  G.  and  Dehany  for  the  plaintiff. 

Marry att  for  the  defendant. 

[Attormes,  Wtlhugbby  and  Fetbergill,'\ 


UT 


1815. 


PexpaoH 
Kmxller. 


Alldreo  V.  Halliwell. 


Samedaf* 


J)EBT  to  recover  a  penalty  of  50/.  under  the  in  an  action 
St.  47  G.  3.  sess.  2.  c.  68.  s.  24.  foi:  having  deli-  ^^^J^  the 
vered  a  ticket  to  the  clerk  of  the  market  before  the  ™*»^  0^  * 

•     1     /•  1  1  coal  TCMcIy  for 

amval  of  a  coal  vessel.  the  dcUvery  of 

a  ticket  before 
the  arriyal  of  the^retsel,  the  copy  of  the  certificate  delivered  to  the  clerk  of  the  inarket» 
describing  the  defendant  at  master  of  the  Tessel  b  not  snlBcient  evidence  to  prove  a  send- 
ing by  the  defendant. 

But  {jemhle)2,  sending  by  him  would  be  presumed  on  forther  proof>  that  he  was  master 
of  the  vessel. 

After  the  plaintiff's  case  has  been  closed,  the  Court  will  not  aOow  him  to  remedy  a 
defect  m  his  evidence^  naless  it  has  occunred  from  inadvertency  on  the  part  of  hia 


I  3 


It 
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1815.  It  appeared  that  the  Brompton  had  arrived  at 

^^^^^^  BlackwaU  on  the  30th  November ,  and  in  the  Pool 

«.         December  ist ;  and  that  a  copy  of  the  certificate  of 

HALuwEii.  thg  £1^^  ^£  ll^^  ^^^l3  j^3^  ijggn  delivered  to  the 

clerl^  of  the  coal  market  on  the  30th  of  November. 

m 

In  this  document  HalUwell  the  defendant  was 
described  as  the  master  of  the  Brompton. 

After  the  plaintiff's  case  had  been  closed  — 
Gumey  for  the  defendant  objected,  that  this  was 
insufficient  to  charge  the  defendant  as  the  master. 

The  Attomey^General  (Contended,  that  this  do- 
cument which  had  been  delivered  under  the  statute, 
was  evidence  to  prove  a  sending  by  HalliwelU  and 
that  if  it  were  not,  the  statute  would  be  in  effect 
repealed,  since  it  would  be  impossible  to  prove  a 
personal  sending  by  the  master. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  Prove  him  to  be  the 

captain  of  the  Brompton^  and  then  it  will  be  pre- 

^    sumable  that  he  sent  it,  the  statute  is  defective  in 

not  providing  that  the  certificate  shall  be  evidence. 

The  Attorney-General  then  offered  to  prove  that 
the  defendant  was  captain  of  the  vessel. 

Gumey.  This  is  too  late  after  the  plaintiflfs 
case  has  been  closed. 

11  Lord 


AFTER  MICHAELMAS  TERM^  56  GEORGE  III:         .  IM 

>  Lord  Ellenborouohi — ^If  the  ofliission  occurred       IBIS. 
firom  inadvertence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff's    aIldmd^ 
counsel,   I  will  hear  the  witness,  but  not  other-         «• 
wise.  Halliweli. 

The  Attomey-General  admitting  that  the  witness 
wa%  not  named  in  his  brief,  and  that  the^e  had 
been  no  intention  to  call  him  originally }  the  plain* 
tiff  was  nonsuited. 

Garrw)  A.  G.  and  Adolphus  for  the  plaintiff 

Gumey  for  the  defendant. 

[ Attorniet,  Wyatt  and  CJement^ 


Hughes  v.  King. 

j[)EBT  on  bond.     The  condition  recited,  that  A  bond  given 
the  defendant  had  sold  a  term  of  21  years  in  ^^  puipoie 
the  Star  and  Garter  public-house  for  1000/.,  and  ca^^ 
contained  {inter  aUd)  a  stipulation  on  the  part  of  ^^^  <»  be 
the  defendant,  not  to  convert  the  iTi^^  Arms  ^^d^5 
public-house  which  belonged  to  him  into  a  wine  »  bouse,  re- 
vaults,  under  a  penalty  of  500/.  ^  ^- 

and  not  an  ad 

I  4  Pleas :  r''"" 


ISO  CASES  AT  NISI  PRIUS, 

I8J5-  Pleas:    i.  Nan  est  factum;   2.  That  the   ic- 

HuoHxs  fendant  had  not  converted  the  King^s  Arms  into 

V.  a  wine  vaults. 


ILuiG. 


The  bond  was  stamped  with  a  20s.  stamp. 

Jervis  objected  that  under  the  stat.  48  6%  3. 
c.  149.  schedule,  tit.  Bond^  a  2I  stamp  was  neces- 
sary, since  it  was  either  a  bond  for  the  payment 
of  the  penalty,  or  for  the  repayment  of  part  of  the 
sum  advanced. 

Lord  Ellenbobough  held,  that  the  bond  in 
question,  was  not  within  either  of  the  descrip- 
tions alluded  to.  It  could  not  be  termed  a  security 
for  a  definite  sum,  when  it  ^was  a  penalty,  whidi 
might  cover  a  number  of  breaches,  and  where  the 
sum  itself  was  payable  only  upon  a  contingent 
event ;  neither  was  it  for  the  repayment  of  a  de- 
^te  sum. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff 

Garrm  A.  G.,  Abbott,  and  Comyns  for  the  plaiQ« 
titf. 

Jervis  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomiet,  Wilks  and  Williams.'] 
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ATSON9  and  his  Wife,  Administratrix  of  Max-       1815. 

WELL  V.  Kino. 


'ROVER  for  three-fourths  of  the  vessel  Little  wkm  a  vend 
William.  it  proved  to 

bivenulcdt 
andhas  not 

Majnvellf  the  owner  of  three-fourths  of  this  been  heard  of 
"^ressel,  sailed  in  the  ship  Effort  for  Bermudas^  u\  ^h,^  y^  -^ 
J\f(nf  'iSi^f  having   first  empowered   Ward^   the  "to  be  pre- 
^c^wner  of  the  Ejffbrt^  by  a  power  of  attorney  to  sell  ^"^I^^ 
his  interest  in  the  Little  William.     Marwell  sailed  but  at  vrfut 
from  Jamaica  in  the  spring,  of  18 14,  with  many  ^^^!^ 
more  merchant  ships,  under  convoy  for  England,  sailed  on  boaid 
From  the  ist  oi  March  1814,  to  the  oth,  the  con-  ^^ ~ch  vcmi 

.  ,  ,  ,  ^  perished,  is  to  . 

voy  met  with  strong  gales  and  tempestuous  wea-  be  collected  by 
ther,  and  on  the  night  of  the  9th,  the  I^t  ^^^^^^ 
parted  from  the  rest  of  the  convoy  in  thick  wea-  drcimwtances 
ther,  and  had  not  since  been  heard  of.     There  was  ^  ^*  c*^ 
another  heavy  gale  on  the  20th  of  March.    One  juto!^' 
of  the  vessels  sailing  with  the  same  convoy  did  authonzmg  the 
not  arrive  in  England  till  the  middle  oi  August.  ^^^1^^  ?^^ 
Upon  the  8th  of  June  in  the  same  year,  Ward^  voked  by  the 
under  the  authority  of  the  power  of  attorney,  ^^^^  ^* 
sold  MaarweW^  interest  in  ^e  Little  William  to  The  piamtiff 
the  defendant.  ?*y  'f^^  , 

for  a  fractional 
part  of  a  ship. 

Topping  for  the  defendant,  insisted  that  it  was  |°*°*^^^^^ 
incumbent  on  the  plaintifis  to  prove  the  letters 
of  administration^  and  that  they  could  not  re- 
cover 
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1815.      cover  a  fractional  part  of  the  vessel  in  an  action  of 

.    ^^^  But  Lord  Ellenborough  over-ruled  both  the 

objections,  observing  as  to  the  first,  that  a  prq/ert 
had  been  made  of  the  letters  of  administration^ 
(which  were  in  Court,)  and  on  the  second  referring 
to  the  case  of  Addison  v.  Overend.  (a) 

Topping  then  contended,  that  the  death  of  ilfor- 
W//  had  not  been  sufficiently  proved,  and  that 
even  supposing  him  to  have  died  before  the  8th  of 
Jtme,  the  death  did  not  revoke  the  power  of 
attorney. 

•  '  •  . 

Lord  Ellenborough,  referring  to  the  case  of 
Paterson  v.  Black  (A),  observed  that  this  was  the 
kind  of  proof  of  loss  usually  given  in  actions 
against  insurers,  where  the  vessel  is  proved  to 
have  sailed,  and  has  not  been  heard  of  for  two  or 
three  years-  His  Lordship  afterwards  informed 
the  jury,  that  it  might  be  assumed,  that  at  that 
time,  Mojmell  was  dead ;  but  that  it  was  for  their 
consideration,  whether  he  was  dead  on  the  8th  of 
June  1 8 1 4,  when  the  sale  was  eflfected  by  Ward  ; 
that  if  they  were  of  opinion  that  Maarwell  died 
before  that  day,  then  the  power  of  attorney  had 
been  revoked  by  the  death,  and  they  ought  to  find 
for  the  plaintiff,  otherwise  for  the  defendant. 

Verdict  for  the  plainti£ 


Hm. 


(«)  6  Tt  R.  764.  if)  liinhall  on  InturaAce,  i%i. 

Gamm 
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€jidrr€m  A.  G.  and  CanypbeU  for  the  plaintiffi  1S15. 

^Topping  and  Taddfy  for  the  defendant 

QClie  Court  of  K.  B.  in  the  ensuing  term  rcftiie4 
nin  for  a  new  trial. 

[[AttornitSy  Ktorsej  9k  Co,  and  Tomluu,9HjJ} 


JHervey  and  Others,  Assignees  v.  Liddiard» 

A^  ASSUMPSIT  by  the  assignees  of  M.  B.  Hervey  A  shorUy  be. 
and  J.  W.  Hervey,  bankrupts,  to  recover  the  ^^<ta^' 
^'^^^  of  339/.  which  had  been  received  bythede-  abui,  and 
*^^€lant  under  the  following  circumstances.  cwS^it^r'be 

discounted, 

r.  J5.  Hervey  and  J.  W.  Hervey  were  bankers,  gf^cs  b.  a  cpc- 


^^jfiachford,  and  also  at  Billericay,  ip  Essex.    /.  t^  ^^^  ^ 

^*^*  jy.  had  opened  a  linen-draper's  shop  in  Lon-  amount  which 

^'^^  and  had  become  indebted  in  a  larger  amount  Jy^^  ditrounu 

^^H  the  sum  in  dispute  to  the  defendant  Liddiard,  the  bill  to 

^  linen-draper  in  London.     In  part  pa)anent  of  this  ^^^^^^  ^*  * 

*^^t,  /.  J^.  H.  drew  a  bill  on  Jemmett  and  Co.  money  is  in 

^^nkers,  in  Kent,  and  through  the  medium  of  one  ^^  ^^  "^ 

»l*.  ,  the  earner, 

'^^^^j  procured  the  bill  to  be  discounted,  and  a.  commits 
Wade  airreed  to  send  the  amount  to  the  George  "*  ^^  ^^ 

T  bankruptcy, 

*«^  in  the  Borough,  for  the  use  of  J.  W.  Hervey.  b.  who  after- 

wards  receires 
rpi  ^  the  money,  it 
ine  liable  to  A't 

aatigneef. 


I 
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1815.  The  bill  was  discounted  on  the  i6th  of  May; 

*^  „  ^  on  the  17th,  J.  W.  Hervey  committed  an  act  of 

«.         bankruptcy,  and  left  the  kingdom,   having  first 

LiniiAftD.   given  to  Liddiard  an  order  to  receive  the  money. 

The  money  arrived  in  London  on  the  1 8th,  and  on 

the  19th  it  was  received  hy  Liddiard*  %  porter.    On 

the  8  th  oi  Juhf  a  joint  commission  issued  against 

Jlf.  J5.  Hervey  and  J.  W*  Hervey ^  by  virtue  of 

which  the  plaintiffi  claimed. 

Park  for  the  defendant  contended,  that  since 
the  order  for  the  receipt  of  the  money  had  been 
given  by  J.  W.  Hervey  to  Liddiard  several  days 
before  his  bankruptcy,  he  was  virtually  in  posses- 
sion of  the  money  before  the  bankruptcy,  although 
it  was  not  in  fact  received  till  the  1 9th. 

But  Lord  Ellenborouoh  was  of  opinion  that 
whilst  the  money  remained  in  the  hands  of  the  car- 
rier, the  property  remained  unaltered.  If  before 
the  delivery,  the  notes  had  been  lost,  the  loss  must 
have  fallen  upon  J.  W.  Hervey 9  and  not  upon  the 
defendant,  consequently  the  property  passed  to  the 
assignees. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintifil 

Garrow  A.  G.  and  F.  Pollock  for  the  plaintiff. 

Park  for  the  defendant. 

[Attonies,  T^on  &  Co.  and  Wright.^ 
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ISIS. 

Splitoerbeb  v.  Kohn.  ^r^\ 

Vtceaaet  15.' 

SSUMPSIT  by  the  indorsee  of  a  promiMoiy  "^  "f^  «* 
note  against  the  maker.  noccypAjabkat 

A  ipurifiifd 

The  note  was  made  m  Prussia^  payable  seven  ^ the dmeof 


ys  after  siirht.  miking^  it 

•^  ^  writet  in  thm 

nurguiy 

Garrow  A.  6.  objected  tiiat  in  the  margin  of  the  **  accepted  bj 
note  the  words  were  added   "  accepted  on  myself  "J^'coorti. 
*•  payable  every  where,"   and  that  this,  which  was  tiue  no  part  of 
material  since  it  altered  the  nature  of  the  note,  ^^^|^^ 
ought  to  have  been  declared  on.    But  ^  and  need  not 

be  noticed  in 
the  doclaretioBa 

Lord  Ellenborough  held,  that  these  words  con- 
stituted no  part  of  the  original  instrument,  their 
eflfect  was  merely  to  supply  an  acknowledgment  of 
the  sight  of  the  bill,  and  tiiat  although  the  entry  was 
in  fact  contemporaneous  with  the  note  itself  in 
point  of  law  its  eflfect  was  subsequent. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Park  and  Tapping  for  the  plaintiff. 

Garrow  A.  6.  and  Heath  for  the  dtfendant. 

[Attorniety  Downe  and  ffame»2 


* 
1 
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1815.  i^MTOK  V;  HOLLOWAT. 

■ 

In  in  actimi       A  SSUMPSIT  for  work  and  labour. 

fbrwofkand     -»-^ 
WbooTf  prorf 

Uiat  Ae.  jphiii-'  The  plaintiff  proved  work  to  have  been  done  by 

2^JJ^*  him  for  the  defendant,  but  it  *  appeared  >  that  an 

toxkatioii  agreement  in  writing  had  been  eMered  into  be- 

^*^  iiiS^r*  *w^^^  ^^^  parties  relating  to  this  work. 

innitfid  on  by  . 

die  detadmc       Qarww:A.O.  foT  the  defendant  objected  that 

at  m  igM-  *^ 

nentydi^  the  agceemcnt  ought  to  be  produced.  But  the 
pw«^wtib  the  same  witness  who  stated  the  existence  of  the  agree* 
^!^^»g  it.    ment,  stated  also  that  Fenton  when  it  wasi  executed 

was  ill  a  state  of  intoxication,  and  that  the  defend- 
ant had  ^afterwards  ^refused  to  produce  it  upon  the 
plaintifffs  request. 

liOrd  ELtJE^BOBOOGH  then  ruled,  that  the  in* 
strument  was  to  be  considered  as  a  nullity,  and  that 
it  was  unnecessary  to  produce  it. 

The  validity  of  the  contract  was  afterwards  es- 
tablished on  the  part  of  t^e  de&ndatat,  and  having 
paid  money  into  court,  to  the  amount  agreed 
upon^  hq.had,« 

A  verdict. 

Park  for  the  plaintiff. 

Qarrcw  A.  G.  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornicii  JDciarry  md  5Jbiffard*2 
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Elton  v.  Jordan.  1815» 


A  CTION  on  a  warranty  of  a  horse.  An  infirmity 


a  lionc  Wn 

The  evidence  of  the  plaintiff's  and  defendant's  fit  for  prcMnt 
witnesses  was  very  contradictory  j  but  one  of  the  ««,«wic«»- 
witnesses  for  the  defendant  admitted  that  he  had  »mt^ttptn^ . 
bandaged  one  of  the  fore  legs  of  the  horse,  but  not  ^^^  «•  "wt  cfwn. 
the  other,  because  the  one  was  weaker  than  the  infinnity 
other.    The  horse  had  been  warranted  sound.         ^^^^^m  be  of  i 


Lord  Ellenborough.  —  To  constitute  unsound-  ^ 
ness,  it  is  not  essential  that  the  infirmity  should  be 
of  a  permanent  nature ;  it  is  sufficient  if  it  render 
the  animal  for  the  time  unfit  for  service,  as  for  in- 
atiance,  a  cough,  which  for  the  present  renders  it 
less  useful,  and  may  ultimately  prove  fatal.  Any 
infirmity  which  renders  a  horse  less  fit  for  present 
use  and  convenience,  is  an  unsoundness. 

The  jury  found  accordingly. 

Garraw  A.  6.  and  itforryatt  for  the  plaintifi. 

Topping  and  Scarlett  for  the  defendant. 

[  Attornieti  Smitb  and  Wilkmjan.^ 
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18 1 5.  Dickenson  v.  Lilwal  and  Others. 


Bfthectiitom  ^SSUMPSIT  OD  an  alleged  breach  of  a  contract^ 
tro^^  ^  deliver  goods  bargained  and  sold. 

trade,  the 

Aeta^^to  The  defendants,  on  the  30th  of  Jwne,  had  author 

fcMlhegoodi'  rfzed  Grainger ^  their  broker,  to  sell  for  them  a 

cfi^'SM^e  quantity  of  Irish  butter,  which  they  expected  from 

absence  of  Ireland.     On  the  6th  of  Juh/f  Grainger,  without 

Svto ^^  ^^y  intermediate  communication  with  his  princi- 

contrary)  ez-  pals,  sold  to  the  plaintiff  250  firkins  of  butter,  at  . 

pirea  with  the  ^^  ^^^  specified  bv  his  employers.      He  made  no 

day  on  which  t  »/  t     t/  _ 

it  is  given.       entry  of  the  sale  in  his  own  book,  but  shortly  af- 

Qu. whether  terwards  made  a  note  in  the  following  terms,  which 

and  sold  note*  he  took  to  the  defendants :  *       ^ 

made  by  a 

broker  are  not  ^  t    n 

sufficient  to  **  Sold  for  Lihoal  and  Co.  to Dickenson^ 

»*^^  "  250  firkins  of  Hunfs  Waterjbrd  butter,  at  loo^. 

frauds,  ai-  *'  for  the  bcst  quaUty,  and  the  usual  difference  for 

though  he  <c  inferior  quality  j  shipped  in  the  month  of  Jubf^ 

entr^i^  his  "  ^nd  payable  by  bill  at  two  months,  &c/' 

book. 

Lihoal  and  Co.  dissented  from  the  contractr  ovt 
the  ground  that  their  agent  was  not  authorized  to 
make  it  without  a  more  recent  order,  and  Grainger 
tore  the  note,  and  upon  the  trial  gave  parol  evi- 
dence of  the  contents. 

Park 
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Park  fqr  the  defendants  contended,  that  in  order  1815. 

to  satisfy  the  statute  of  frauds,  it  was  necessary  j^I^^^JJ^^ 

that  the  broker  should  make  an  entry  of  the  con-  v. 

tract  in  his  own  books,  and  that  a  sold  note  was  J^'^hcrt 
not  sufficient,  and  cited  Hinde  v.  WhiteJiouse.  (ay 

Garr&w  A.  G.  for  the  plaintiff.  —  If  it  had  been 
held  that  the  broker  was  bound  to  make  an  entry 
ia  his  own  book  in  the  first  instance,  it  might  have 
been  a  rule  of  great  convenience,  but  this  is  not  ne- 
cessary ;  the  broker  has  made  a  complete  record  of 
the  contract,  by  making  a  complete  sold  note,  and 
the  defendants  having,  by  their  conduct,  prevented 
the  execution  of  the  contract,  it  was  nugatory  to 
multiply  copies. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  In  the  case  of  Hinde 
v.  Whitehouscj  the  entry  in  the  book  was  consi- 
dered as  the  contract,  and  the  bought  and  sold 
notes  were  merely  evidence  of  it.  That  case  does 
not  go  the  length  of  deciding,  that  where  no 
entry  is  made  in  the  broker's  book,  the  bought 
and  sold  notes  may  not  be  sufficient  to  satisfy  the 
statute.  I  do  not  know  that  the  question  in  the 
present  form  has  been  brought  before  the  conside- 
ration of  the  court,  and  therefore  I  will  reserve  the 
point.  Any  memorandum  ofthe  contract  is  suffi. 
dent  to  save  the  statute  of  frauds,  although  each 
party  may  not  have  the  producible  benefit  of  it. 


{a)  7  Eait,  5i8. 

VOL.  I.  K  The 
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^^^  The  defendant  afterwards  proved,  by  the  con- 

Dicxwsotr  current  testimony  of  a  great  number  of  Irish  pKK 

V.         vision  merchants  and  brokers,  that  according  to  the 

a^'o^iarf.  ^^^^^^^  practice  and  usage  of  the  trade,  the 
authority  of  the  broker  (as  between  himself  and  his 
principd)  to  sell,  expires  with  the  day  on  which 
the  authority  is  given,  unless  it  be  extended  by 
some  special  authority  to  a  future  day,  and  that  it 
had  been  the  usual  course  for  the  broker  to  apply 
for  a  renewed  authority  from  his  principal  every 
morning. 

The  custom  having  been  fully  established,  thfe 
counsel  for  the  plaintiff  elected  to  be  nonsuited. 

The  Attorney-General  &  Campbell  for  the  plaintifil 

Park  for  the  defendant. 

[Attorniet,  Osbaldeiton  and  CluttonJ^ 


Tuesday,  MaCDOUGLE  V.  The  RoYAL   EXCHANGE  ASSURANCE 

December  19.  COMPANY. 

To  coMfitute    ^SSUMPSlT  on  a  nolicy  of  assurance,  the  loss 
i  ttranding,  it  alledged  by  stranding. 

is  essential 

vessei^ouid        Soouafter  the  vessel  had  sailed  itomNewGtimBiy^ 
be  stationary,    g^e  struck  upon  a  sunken  rock,  and  lay  there  upon 

the  striking  on 

a  rock  where  the  vessel  remains  for  a  minute  and  a  half  only^  is  not  a  strandiog,  though 

she  thereby  rtceivet  an  injuryy  which  eventually  proves  ftual. 

her 
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^er  beam  ends  for  a  minute  and  a  half,  when  she       1815. 
"^vas  released  and  proceeded  on  her  voyage.     The  i^i.j^q^oall 
]>laintiff  was  about  to  shew  that  in  consequence  of         «. 
^this  accident  the  car&co  was  ultunately  lost.  The  RoYAii 

ASSURAVCX 

Lord  Ellenborouoh.  —  Before  you  enquire  into  Compaky. 
the  effect,  you  must  establish  the  cause  as  stated  in 
the  dedanition,  that  is  a  stranding.  A  striking  is 
not  sufficient,  it  is  merely  temporary,  or  as  it  has 
been  vulgarly  described,  a  touch  and  go ;  but  in 
order  to  constitute  a  stranding,  the  ship  must  be 
stationary. 

The  jur}%  which  was  a  special  one,  declared,  that 
they  entertained  no  doubt  upon  the  subject,  and 
the  defendant  had 

A  verdict. 

Scarlett  and  Heath  for  the  plaintiff. 

Garrow  A.  6.  for  the  defendant. 

The  Ckmrt  qfKing^s  Benefit  in  the  ensuing  term, 
refused  to  grant  a  rule  nisif  for  a  new  trial. 

[Attorsitt,  Bum  and  Kaye  ik  Co.] 
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1815.  Reed  and  Another  v.  James. 


e«.mctherin  TROVER  by  the  plaintiffs  as  assignees  of  Baker 
^e^asripicw  and  CawtJiome  bankrupts. 

of  a  bai^LTupty 

credUtoThT"^  The  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  value  of 
compellable  in  a  quantity  of  utensils,  used  in  the  brewery  of  the 

a  court  of  u^^Xr^.^^c, 

law  to  produce  bapkruptS. 

the  bill  of  ex- 

Md^huiorsed*  Notice  having  been  given  to  prove  all  the  ingre- 
by  the  bank-  dieuts  of  bankruptcy.  Tinsorty  the  petitioning  ere- 
nipt,  on  which  jj^^j.  ^^  ^^jjg^  ^^^  sworn,  and  was  then  called 

the  petitioning  ' 

creditor's  debt  upon  to  produce  the  bill  of  exchange  drawn  and 
18  founded.  ^  indorsed  by.  the  bankrupts,  which  constituted  the 
ing  creditor      petitioning  Creditor's  debt. 

ca^ed  for  the 

mere  purpose  ,  ,  ,  .  i        •  /»    i 

t)f  producing  Tttison  protesting  against  the  production  of  the 
tuch  a  docu-     bjn  addressed  the  Court,  to  know  whether  he  was 

ment, cannot*        «  i*       j  .  j  '        •. 

although         obliged  to  produce  it. 

he  has  been 

^^^ied^  Lord  Ellenborough.  —  I  do  not  know  the  rela- 
the  defendant,  tion  in  which  you  Stand  to  the  parties,  but  you  can- 

oot  with  propriety  withhold  the  instrument.  I 
cannot  however  do  more  than  advise  you  to  exer- 
cise a  sound  discretion  on  the  subject,  and  it  will 
be  for  the  Lord  Chancellor  afterwards  to  deal  with 
the  case  accordingly. 

Tinson  then  produced  the  bill. 

The 
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The  Attorney-General  contended,  that  he  had  a       1815. 
right  to  cross-examine  Mr.  Tinson  for  the  defendant,       j^^^ 
since  he  had  been  sworn,  and  some  proof  had  been  and  Another 
derived  through  him  in  furtherance  of  the  plaintiffi*      ,  ''* 
case. 

Lord  Ellenborough. — The  plaintiff  could  not 
by  calling  the  petitioning  creditor  make  him  a 
witness,  and  if  the  defendant  had  not  objected  to 
him,  I  should  not  have  permitted  him  to  give  evi* 
dence. 

A  question  aftewards  arose  as  to  the  validity  of 
the  petitioning  creditor's  debt,  which  was  reserved 
for  the  opinion  of  the  Court. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Parkf  Espinasse,  and  Brougham  for  the  plaintiff. 

Garrow  A.  G.,  Richardson^  and  Scarlett  for  the  ^ 

defendant. 

[Attornies,  Rted  and  Toung.'J^ 
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1815.  Reed  and  Another  v.  James. 


The  anigoeet  ^SSUMPSIT  bv  and  against  the  same  parties  to 

l;^r  r^over  money  had  and,  received  by  the  de- 

u  for  money  fendant  to  the  use  of  the  assignees. 

bad  and  re- 
ceived againit  * 

the  defendant  The  defendant  had  on  the  9th  of  Ju^  18149 

fioodt^the*  C^^S^*'  d*y^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^  bankruptcy),  sued 

bankrupt  in  out  execution  on  a  warrant  of  attorney  executed  by 

f^^oD,  ^^  bankrupts  in  the  preceding  March.    The  she- 
Carter  anact  *                    JT,              ^      n    i 

of  bankruptcy)  riff  took  posscssiou  of  the  goods  of  the  bankrupts 

and  then  took  ^^^  executed  a  bill  of  sale  of  them  to  the  defend- 

toe  ffoodt  ^ 

nnder  a  bill  of  &Qt  for  8oo^     It  was  objected  for  the  defendant, 

A^MNd  *^*  *^**  *^^  ^^"^  ^^  action  should  have  been  trover 

though  no  <wd  not  assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received, 

money  waf  since  no  money  had  in  fact  been  paid  into  the 

*^  A  Ui^pt  hands  of  the  defenda;nt,  and  a  case  was  cited,  in 

in  an  action  which  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  had  recently  de- 

neet  la^  cided,  that  the  pecuniary  form  of  action  could  not  be 

a  judgment  supported  by  a  lodger  against  the  tenant,  for  per- 

JJJ^'^J^^^  mitting  the  superior  landlord  to  distrain  the  goods 

goods  of  the  of  the  lodger. 

bankrapt  in 
executiony  it 

competent  to  For  the  plaintiffs  it  was  answered,  that   the 

K?to^  sheriff  had  certified  on  the  biU  of  sale,  that  he  had 

that  the  bank-  sold  the  goods  for  8oo/. ;  if  the  sale  had  been  to 

]^J^^*^  a  stranger,  it  is  clear  that  this  would  have  been 

time  of  the  the  proper  form  of  action ;  and  here  the  transac- 

execQtioB.  ^^^  ^  ^^  g^yjj^^  j^  effect,  although  the  defendant 

did 
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did  not  take  the  money  out  of  his  pocket,  merely      ^^^* 
that  it  might  be  returned  thither  by  the  sheriff.  Rm 

,    and  Another 

Xord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that  the      j^^lj^ 

^u^tion  was  maintainable  in  its  present  form,  al* 

tliough  trover  might  have  been  preferable.   Under 

circumstances,  the  sherifi'  might  have  returned 

i  j^ci.     His  Lordship  added,  that  he  would  re* 

the  point,  though  he  did  not  think  it  was 

attended  with  much  doubt. 

One  of  the  bankrupts  having  been  called  to 
P^Pove  that  tlie  defendant  knew  their  insolvency  at 
e  time  when  the  execution  was  issued, 

iiarrorv  A.  G.  objected,  that  he  was  incom* 
to  prove  the  fact,  since  he  could  not  be 
u^  called  either  to  affinii  or  dis-affirm  his  own 
P^«kruptcy,  and  could  not  be  called  to  defeat  a 
jvtcjgment. 

3ut  Lord  Ellenborough  said,  that  he  was  corn-* 
Patent  to  do  this  in  many  instances,  and  that  the 
^^^e  was  restricted  to  evidence^  affirming  or  dis* 
«^Q5nning  the  bankruptcy. 

*rhe  Attomejf^General  o£fered  to  prove^  that  the 
^^^  of  bankruptcy,  on  proof  of  which  the  parties  had 
■^^^n  declared  bankrupt,  was  a  concerted  act ;  but 
tn«  plaintifis  having  proved  another  act  of  bank^ 
^^ftey  which,  stood  unimpeached ; 

K  4  Lord 
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1815. 


Rebd 
and  Another 

•V. 

James. 

It  is  compe- 
tent to  the 
assignees  of  a 
bankrupt  upon 
the  trialy  to 
repudiate  an 
insufficient 
act  on  which 
the  commis- 
sion is 

founded)  and 
resort  to 
better. 


Lord  Ellenborough  was  clearly  of  opinion, 
that  they  might  repudiate  the  insufficient  acts,^  and 
rely  upon  those  which  were  better. 

Park^  Espinasse^  and  Brougham^  for  the  plain- 
tiffs. 

Garrow  A.  G.  and  Scarlett  for  the  defendant* 

In  the  ensuing  term,  the  court  of  K.  B.  granted 
a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  on  a  question  arising 
on  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt  only. 

[  Attornies,  Reed  and  Toung.  ]] 


Wednesday, 
December  20. 

It  is  to  be  pre- 
sumed that  a 
broker  who 
has  bought 
goods  for  his 
principal  has 
done  every 
thing 

requisite,  ac- 
cording to  the 
usual  course  of 
dealing  for 
the  completion 
of  thepurw 
chase. 


BoviLLE  and  Another  v.  Bradbury. 

|§ FECIAL  assumpsit  against  the  defendant,  who 
acted  as  broker  to  the  plaintiffs,  (and  who  had, 
according  to  their  direction,  purchased  a  large 
quantity  of  cotton  for  them,  which  lay  in  the 
warehouse  of  the  East  India  Company),  for  not 
delivering  over  to  the  plaintiff  the  usual  warrants. 

Where  such  goods  are  in  the  warehouse  of  the 
Edst IndiaCova^^Tkjy  according  to  the  usual  course 
c^  dealing,  the  East  India  Company  deliver  a  war- 
rant or  ticket  to  the  proprietor  of  such  goods,  di- 
rected to  one  of  the  servants  of  the  company,  which 
in  substance  contains  a  direction  to  deliver  parti- 
cular 
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cular  goods  to  the  proprietor,  or  his  assigns,  noti-       1815. 

£ed  by  indorsement  upon  the  warrant,  and  when  a     ^^  - 

sale  is  made,  the  usual  practice  is  for  the  vendor  to  and  Another 

deliver  over  the  warrant  to  the  vendee.  „     ^' 

Jdraoburt. 

r 

The  plaintiffs  having  proved  this  to  be  the  course 
of*  trade,  and  having  also  proved  that  the  defend- 
ant had  acted  as  broker,  and  had  delivered  a 
l>ought  note  for  those  goods,  closed  their  case. 

Lord  Ellenborough  held  this  to  be  a  prima 
fi^^e  case  j  as  against  the  broker  it  was  to  be  pre- 
stiined,  that  he  had  received  the  warrants;  in  saying 
t^^at  he  had  bought  the  cottons,   he  virtually  said, 
1  liave  done  all  that  is  necessary  to  efiect  a  trans- 
fer,   and  since  a  delivery    of  the   warrants  was 
^^ential  to  a  purchase,  it  imported  that  he  had 
^^ceived  them. 

For  the  defendant  it  was  proved,  that  the  plain- 
tifis,  after  the  purchase,  had  authorized  the  de- 
fendant to  dispose  of  these  cottons,  and  that  he 
had  sold  them  accordingly. 

Lord  Ellenborough  held  that  this  was  an  an- 
swer to  the  action. 

Plaintiff  nonsuited. 

The  Attorney-General  and    Campbell   for    the 
plainti£&. 

Topping  and  E.  Lawes  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornicf^  ^.  CiarA  and  KtrhnoM.'] 
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1815. 
Fridty,  CULLEN  V.  BUTtER. 

An  mnatat  pOLICY  of  insurance  on  the  ship  Indtistry  —  loss 
iS!  ir? '        alleged  by  perils  of  the  seas. 

not  Mippoftcd 

Sc  w^*ww  ^^  appeared  that  the  vessel  fell  in  with  the  Mi- 
tank  in  con^  dos^  which,  mistaking  her  for  a  privateer,  fired  a 
JIT*"]^^     .broadside  upon  her,  which  sunk  her. 

upon  by 

another  mad       -p^  gj^g^  ^^^  ^  \^^  ^f  ^^^  nature  Came  within 

under  a  mis- 
take, the  description  alleged,  Richardson  cited  the  cases 

of  Pickering  v.  Barclay^  (a)  and  Beaver  (6)  v. 

Tomlinson. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  This  a  loss  by  perils  on 
the  seas,  not  of  the  seas.  In  the  cases  cited,  the 
sea  was  immediately  conducing  to  the  destruction  of 
the  vessel. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  a  motion. 

T}^  declaration  was  afterwards  amended,  and  a 
new  trial  had. 

The  Attorney-General  and  RicJiardson  for  the 
plaintiff. 

Park  for  the  defendant. 

[AtkoDuet,  Paif nomad  Blunt  3c  Ca.3 

'  HI— — ^—  I  III  ■      — — — — ^— ^i^ 

(a)  %  HolL  Abr*  %4Zm  Abkott  on  Shipping,  ^53. 
(h)  Abbott  on  Shipping)  %ss* 
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WuxiAHs  and  Others  v.  Youkghusband.  1815. 


SSUMPSIT  by  William,  and  the  assignees  of  ff&ie*  of 
~  Hodgson,  for  insurances  effected  and  premiums  ^Inacten 
P^i^d  by  WiKams  and  Hodgson,  on  account  of  the  iieihwed  to 

one  of  wliooi 

3t  appeared  that  Parry ^  one  of  the  three  assig*  ^  «nce  dctd* 
i«  under  the  commission  against  Hodgson  was  ^^^ttioo^to 
and  Hodgson^  who  was  called  as  a  witness,  the  toiidtor 
that  the  policies  in  question  had  been  deli-  ^Jl^^bAm 
over  to  the  assignees*    No  application  had  for  toch 
^^n  made,   either  to  the  surviving  assignees,  or  JwitS  wL 
the  executors  of  the  deceased  assignee,  but  only  what  had  b*. 
Mr.  Pearse^  the  solicitor  under  the  commission,  came  of  them, 

the  attorney  for  the  defendant,  who  did  not  wamnt  the 
ow  what  had  become  of  the  policies  in  question.  *<*«i««<»  ^ 

'^  *'  tecoodaiy 

tTidence* 

Xcnrd  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion  that  this  fj^^^^^^ 
B^  not  such  evidence  of  loss  as  warranted  the  ad-  poii^^^^ 
**^^-iwbn  of  secondary  evidence.  tunmce,  it  it 

necestary  to 

^or  the  plaintiffi  it  was  then  contended,  that  it  eziitencehy 
jr^^  unnecessary  to  give  in  evidence  either  the  po-  ^T^^*^ 
^^^es,  or  to  supply  their  place  by  secondary  evi- 
nce, since  their  contents  were  not  wanted. 


d 


Xord  Ellenborough.  —  But  you  want  to  shew 
*'^^  existence  of  the  policies,  and  this  must  be 

P^^^ved  by  their  production. 

The 
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1815.  The  plaintifis  not  being  able  either  to  produce 

Williams    *^®  policies  or  to  prove  them  lost,  so  as  to  entitle 
and  Others   them  to  give  secondary  evidence,  were 

Nonsuited. 


Y0UKGHU8- 

BAMD. 


Park  and  Marry att  for  the  plaintiff. 


Garromo  A.  6.  and  Lowes  for  the  defendant. 


[Attorniesi  Bleaidale  3c  Co.  and  Pearse  &  Co,"} 


RowE  V.  Osborne. 

A  Tendee  of  A  SSUMPSIT  on  a  special  agreement  for  the  put- 
gte"cir^  chase  of  a  quantity  of  bacon  ;  breach  alleged 
tract,  as  .  in  uot  accepting  bills  of  exchange  in  payment,  ac- 
^.iJJrS'     cording  to  the  agreement. 

by  him,  and 

ddtrered  by  The  contract  was  made  between  the  defendant, 
dFeSAr^''  a  trader  in  Lmdm,  with  the  plamtiff,  a  dealer  in 
•ale  to  the  Ireland^  through  the  medium  of  Penny ^  a  broker, 
jSh^^^'hthi  ^^^  delivered  a  note  to  the  plaintiff  signed  by 
note  varies       Osbome  in  the  following  terms  : 

from  the  note 

Sl^SLTo  -  March  2S,iBis, 

the  vendee.  «<  Bought  of  Rowe  and  Co.f  through  Thomas 

tion f^wthe**"   "  Penny ^   loo  bales  of  prime   singed  baqon,   at 

jury,  whether 

the  vendee  of  goods  whkh  torn  out  to  be  of  a  quality  inferior  to  that  which  was 
stipulated  for,  has  in  point  of  fair  mercantile  dealing  given  a  notice  sufficiently  eariy  to 
the  vendor  of  his  intention  to  repudiate  the  contract. 

10  ««  56^. 
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**  565.  per  cwt.  free  on  board;  weight  24  to  28       1815. 

**  per  10  bales,  to  be  shipped  next  month,  and      Rowb 
^*  drawn  for  60  days,  from  the  date  of  the  bill  of         v. 

**  lading;  warranted  weight  upon  landing;  defi^  0«bokhb. 
**  ciency^  if  any^  to  be  settled  by  Mr  Penny. ^* 

The  Attorney  General  for  the  defendant,  objectecl 
tliat  the  declaration,  which  stated  the  clause  as  to 
dieficiency  as  part  of  the  contract,  varied  from  the 
oontract,  since  the  note  of  the  contract  sent  to  the 
defendant,  by  which  alone,  as  he  contended,  the 
defendant  was  bound,  contained  no  such  stipula- 

.But  Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that 
'tJie  note  of  the  contract  given  in  evidence,  and 
'^vhich  was  signed  by  the  defendant,  was  evidence 
sigainst  him,  that  this  was  the  real  contract. 

The  bacon  arrived  in  the  port  of  London  on  the 
a5th  oiMay^  and  on  the  19th  of  Jvlyy  and  upon 
a  subsequent  day,  many  bales  were  opened,  and  it 
appeared  that  the  bacon  was  not  of  the  quality  de- 
scribed ;  viz.  prime  singed  bacon,  but  ill  cured,  and 
that  a  considerable  portion  of  it  was  unfit  for  use ; 
the  defendant,  however,  made  no  objection  on  this 
scor^,  and  communicated  no  information  to  the 
plaintiff  on  the  subject  till  the  27th  of  Nwember 
following. 

Lord  Ellenborough  informed  the  jury,  that  if 
ihey  were  of  opinion  that  the  bacon  was  not  of  the 

quality 


\ 
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quality  contracted  for,  tliey  were  to  consider  whe- 
ther in  point  of  fair  mercantile  dealing,  the  de- 
fendant was  not  bound  to  give  earlier  notice  of 
his  objection  to  the  plaintiff,  in  order  that  the 
latter  might  have  taken  steps  to  redeem  himself 
and  whether  he  was  not  bound  to  give  immediate 
information  to  the  seller,  as  soon  as  he  discovered 
the  defect,  or  at  all  events,  to  repudiate  the  con- 
tract at  an  earlier  period,  and  that  they  were  to 
give  for  their  verdict  accordingly. 


The  jury  afte^ards  with  the  permission  of  the 
Court,  inquired  of  the  witnesses  how  much  the 
valu,e  of  the  bacon  sent,  fell  short  of  the  value  of 
such  as  had  been  contracted  for,  and  gave  a  ver- 
dict, making  an  abatement  accordingly. 

Parkf  Nolan^  and  Stephen  for  the  plaintiff. 

Garros  A.  G.  and  Gaseke  for  the  defendant. 


[AttoniieSf  Pojimorc  and  Cngjotu.J 
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.^%8signeesof  Holland  &  Assignees  of  Humble.%;.—      1815. 

^SSUE  out  of  Chancery  to  try  whether  Holland  ininiwueout 
and  Humble^  at  the  time  of  their  bankruptcyy  ^rvtOTSoT 
Isad  any  lien  on  the  proceeds  of  the  cargo  of  the  diwh  the 
ahip  Ekgante.    Holland  and  Humble  were  in  part-  J^^m^*^ 
Kiership  at  Liverpool,  and  Holland  and  Holmes  ktie^Mme^ 
^^Pirere  in  partnership  at  Messina.    On  the  aid  of  ^"^**^  "**" 

,        ,  poitf  in  aw- 

August,  1810,  Holland  and  Holmes  being  indebted  thonty  dther 


•to  the  Liverpool  firm,  in  a  sum  exceeding  6000L  ^  p«^  « 
<xm8igned  the  cargo  of  the  Elegante  to  Waring  and     An  01^  bf 
C3t).  at  Liverpool,  desiring  them  to  account  to  the  A.  to  B., 


J^ioerpool  house  for  3000//  part  of  the  cargo,  by  U^^pty 
allowing  them  to  draw  bills.  onx  to  c  a 

creditor  of 
A.'t9  the  pro* 

This,  it  was  contended  by  the  plaiiitifis'  counsel,  ceedt  of  a 
created  a  lien,  and  then  the  only  question  was,  ^^kI^a. 
whether  this  had  been  defeated  by  a  subsequent  toB»cratet 
countermand  given  by  Holmes  alone.  &  ^^rf  c 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  Bef(Mre  you  inquire 
whether  a  lien  has  been  devested,  you  must  shew 
that  it  once  existed.  This  is  nothing  more  than 
an  order  to  a  third  person  to  pay  over  certain  pro- 
ceeds, but  tliere  is  no  privity  on  the  part  of  HoUand 
and  Humble  to  create  a  lien  in  the  legal  sense  ^f 
the  term,  though  Waring,  in  omitting  to  pay  over 
the  proceeds  would  have  been  guUty  of  an  infrae* 
tion  of  the  directions  sent  to  him.    I  am  to  under* 

6  stand 
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1815. 


Holland 

V. 
HUMBLB. 


Stand  Uiat  the  Chancellor  means  lien  in  its  kgal 
sense^  which  imports  an  authority  either  to  possess 
or  to  retain,  but  here  the  parties,  who  were  not 
privy  to  the  contract,  had  no  authority  to  lay  their 
hands  upon  the  cargo. 

Plaintiffs  nonsuited. 


The  Attomejf'GeneraU  Scarlett^  and  Gaselee  for 
the  plaintiffs. 

Park  for  the  defendant. 


Windham  and  Another,  Assignees  of  Sir  William 

Fletcher  v.  Paterson. 


It  is  no  ob- 
jection to  the 
petitioning 
creditors'  debt, 
that  the 
petitioning    ■ 
creditors  were 
in  partnership 
with  the  bank* 
nipt  in  a  par- 
ticular tnms- 
actiont  pc^ 
vided  the  debt 
does  not  arise 
out  of  that 
tnnsaction. 


^CTION  by  the  assignees  of  Sir  W.  Fletcher  a 
bankrupt,  to  recover  the  sums  of  200/.  and 
400/. which  had  been  paid  over  by  the  defendant  out 
the  funds  of  the  bankrupt,  to  two  of  his  creditors 
after  the  act  of  bankruptcy. 

On  proving  the  petitioning  creditor's  debt,  it 
appeared  that  Todhunter  and  Co.  the  petitioning 
creditors,  had  all  been  in  co-partnership  with  FkU 
cher^  in  a  contract  to  supply  provisions  for  the  use 
of  the  navy. 

Garraw 
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Garrow  A.  G.  for  the  defendant,  objected,  that       1 81^* 

where  all  the  parties  constituting  a  particular  firm,   wjndham  ' 

are  also  in  co-partnership  with  the  bankrupt,  they  aad  Another 

cannot  be  petitioning  creditors  until  their  affiiirs   p.^.^^^^ 

have  been  brought  to  a  settled  account. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  If  the  debt  arise  out  of 

Uie  transaction,  which  is  the  subject  of  the  partner-* 

-^Iiip  with  the  bankrupt,  they  cannot,  but  if  the 

d^t  does  not  arise  out  of  the  partnership  concerns, 

tJiey  may. 

It  appeared  that  Todhunter  and  Co.  had  dealt 
largely  with  Sir  W.  F.  in  concerns  in  which  they 
^^rere  not  co-partners,  and  that  Sir  W.  Fletcher  was 
aoidebted,  upon  a  balance  to  Todliunter  and  Co.  in 

very  large  amount. 


Objected  that  this  was  not  evidence  of  a  debt, 
^^thput  shewing  the  assent  of  Sir  W.  F. 

The  plaintiff  then  proved  that  a  statement  had 
\}een  sent  to  Sir  fV.  F.  making  him  debtor  to  Tod- 
hunter and  Cb.  to  a  very  large  amount,  to  which  no 
objection  was  made. 

Lord  Ellenborough  held  this  to  be  primd  facie 
evidence  of  the  debt. 


In  order  to  establish  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  the  A  trader  vbp 
plaintiffs  in  the  first  instance  relied  upon   the  ^^^^^ 

ccaedt  to  /rr- 
tuUf  (wiiere  he  also  carries  on  trade,)  with  an  honest  intention,  compatible  with  tradet 
does  not  thereby  commit  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  although  he  never  returns,  and  ahhough 
ke  icKfft  DD  f oads  in  England  for  the  payment  of  his  debts. 

VOL.  I.  L  fact. 
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1815-       fact,  that  Sir  W.  F.  had  departed  from  England, 
^  Windham  '  ^^^  passed  over  to  Ireland,  (where  he  also  carried 
and  Another  on  trade)  without  reaving  funds  behind  for  the 
^     ^*         payment  of  his  debts ;   and  they  cited  the  case  of 
Holroydy.  Whitehead,  (ja)  where  it  was  held,  thata 
trader  who  left  his  house  on  account  of  family  dis- 
sensions, and  thereby  occasioned  an  actual  delay, 
had  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy. 

•  

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  He  might  be  going  Hot 
the  very  purpose  of  procuring  funds  for  the  payment 
of  his  creditors.  If  he  departed  with  a  hond^fide 
intention  to  return,  he  committed  no  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy, although  in  fact  he  never  did  return.  No 
doubt  a  trader  must  be  presumedto  contemplate  the 
consequences  of  his  absence ;  in  the  the  case  before 
Sir  V.  Gibbs  the  purpose  was  entirely  aliene 
from  that  of  trade,  but  here  it  is  probable  that  the 
departure  was  for  the  very  purpose  of  trade.  A 
creditor  certainly  has  a  right  to  the  person  of  his 
debtor,  for  the  purpose  of  apphcation  and  importu- 
nity ;  but  still  if*  he  depart  with  an  honest  inten* 
tion,  compatible  with  business,  he  does  not  commit 
an  act  of  bankruptcy. 


If  a  trader  The  plaintiffs  then  proved,  that  Sir  W.  F.  from 

^y  ^  ^     Ireland  went  to  Paris,  from  which  place  he  wrote. 

realm  for  the  r  » 

purpoeetof 

trade,  but  whilst  he  is  absent,  announce  his  intention  never  to  reyiut  England,  he 

mits  an  act  of  bankruptcy  by  absenting  himself. 


(n)  3  Campb.  530* 

a  announcing 
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announcing  his  solemn  intention  never  to  revisit       1815. 

and  Another 

Lord  Ellenborough  held,  that  this  was  an  act         «. 
of  bankruptcy  under  the  words  of  the  statute,  "  or   ^^'^^^^* 
otherwise  absent  himself.** 


The  plaintiffs  having  established  their  right  to  A  debtor  of  a 
sue  as  assignees,  it  appeared  that  after  the  act  of  ^an^rup^  «• 
bankuptcy,  a  suit  had  been  instituted  by  Macquoid  in  paying 
a  creditor  of  Sir  W.  Fletcher^ s  in  the  mayor's  court;  ^"<**  ^^  ^^ 
and  that  the  defendant  who  had  funds  of  the  bank-  creditor,\who* 
rupt's  in  his  hands,  upon  an  attachment  issuing  wcsthe 
against  him  as  garnishee  in  Nwember  1814,  paid  theMa^« 

to  Macquoid  400L  Court,)  upon 

an  attachxnent 

The  Attorney  General  insisted  that  the  defendant  ^^^^J^ 
was  justified  in  doing  this,  and  that  he  was  not  nuhee. 
bound  to  wait  for  the  judgment  of  the  Court, 
which  was  given  in  January. 

But  Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that 
a  mere  attachment  did  not  justify  the  defendant 
in  paying  over  the  money  before  judgment  had 
been  obtained,  and  that  he  ought  to  have  com- 
pelled the  plaintiff  in  that  suit  to  bail  the  attach- 
ment. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Park  and for  the  plaintifis. 

The  Attomey-GeneraU  BoUandj  and  Reynolds 
for  the  defendant. 

[[Attornies,  Pamtheor  and  Haeketu"^ 
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1815.  The  Earl  of  Rosslyn  v.  Joddrell. 

V     II  I  III  yd    I      ,',  f 

Under  a  bond  J)EBT  by  the  plaintiff  as  executor  of  the  Earl  of 
conditioned  Rosslvn.  who  was  the  surviving  obligee  of  a 

for  the  due         ,  _  ,   ,         ,         y    n       ^  v  •  ll  x 

payment  to  bond  executed  by  the  defendant  upon  his  pall  to 
u  "h!'^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^y  *'^®  Honourable  Society  of  Lincoln' s-inn, 
ill  such  turn/  in  th^  y^ar  1 77 1.  Tlie  condition  was,  that  the  de- 
as  should  from  fendaut  should  duly  pay  to  the  society  such  sumg 
become  du«  ^  should  from  time  to  time  become  due  to  them, 
and  payable,  according  to  the  ovdcTS  and  customs  of  the  said 
thr^fi/Llj     society •     Pleas,  non  est  factum;  2.  Performance  of 

and  orders         the  COUditioU. 
of  the  society  { 
the  obligor 

cannot  dispute  It  was  provcd  ou  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  that 
Iste^r^e"*  according  to  the  charges  usually  made  upon  the 
time  of  the  members  of  the  society,  a  sum  much  exceeding 
thrbolT  CO  *^®  penalty  of  the  bond  was  due,  and  it  appeared 
sidered  as  that  thesc  charges  consisted  of  items  for  absent 
l!!!;*  t!!^  *^*      commons,  vacation  commons,  preacher's  stipend, 

pensioners'  stipend,  &c,  the  last  of  which  supplied 
a  fund  for  the  support  of  the  infirm  and  superan- 
nuated servants  of  the  society. 

The  defendant  had  never  dined  in  the  inn  since 
his  call  to  the  bar. 

Scarlett  for  the  defendant,  proposed  to  shew 
that  a  large  proportion  of  the  members  had  refused 
to  pay  for  absent  or  vacation  commons,  and  since 

the 


society. 
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€Jbe  condition  of  the  bond  was  to  pay  dues  accord-       1815. 
ing  to  the  customs  and  orders  of  the  society,  unless  ^77"^,    ^ 
sn  express  order  could  be  shewn  previous  to  the     Rosslyn 
^te  of  the  bond*  the  defendant  was  not  bound  to    ,    ^ 
pay  such  commons.     And  supposmg  such  orders 
to  be  proved,  he  fiuther  contended,  that  the  de- 
fendant would  not  be  bound  by  them,  unless  they 
appeared  to  be  reasonable ;  and  he  objected  to  the 
payment    of   vacation    commons    since    commons 
were  no  longer  provided  in  vacation,  as  they  for- 
merly used  to  be  when  readings  were  had  in  vlaca- 
tion.       He  also  contended,  that  the   charge  for 
absent  commons  was  unwarranted  and  unreason- 
able. 

Lord  Ellenborough. — I  shall  not  look  beyond 
the  authority  of  1771,  to  which  the  defendant  at- 
torned by  his  execution  of  the  bond  ;  it  is  suffi- 
cient if  at  that  time,  these  were  considered  as  dues 
payable  to  the  society.  In  a  case  like  this,  where 
duties  are  secured  by  bond  for  the  support  of  the 
society,  and  to  enable  them  to  discharge  many  ne-  ' 

cessary  and  charitable  expences,  it  is  impossible  to 
say  that  such  charges  are  not  to  be  paid,  because 
the  precise  number  of  joints  have  not  been  served 
up  at  table. 

If  such  a  society  abuses  its  authority  and  exacts 
sums  to  which  it  is  not  entitled,  let  application  be 
made  to  the  proper  court,  and  a  criminal  inform- 
ation will  be  granted.  But  every  society  which 
exists  would  be  torn  up  by  the  very  roots,  if  ob- 
jections like  these  could  be  tolerated. 

It 
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1815.  It  appeared  that  the  society  had  long  befcH'e  thd 

The  Earl  of  ^^  ^^  *^^  botid  made  orders  for  the  payment  of 
KoBSLYv     absent  commons,  and  it  also  appearing  that  these 
J    ^'         items  were  such  as  had  been  usually  charged  at  the 
time  the  bond  was  executed, 

The  plaintiff  had  a  verdict  for  the  penalty  of 
the  bond. 

« 

The  Attomey^jeneral^  Park^  AbhoU  and  N.  Gf 
Clarke  for  the  plaintiff. 

Scarlett  for  the  defendant. 

[Attorniety  Jwuj  and  Sieveuson.'^ 


The  Assignees  of  Jamieson  v.  Hodsox. 
A.wtuktbei*    ACTION  for  money  had  and  received  to  the 

lolveat  and  re-  wTx  •'  -  •-      . 

•ident  at  use  of  the  plaintim,  as  the  assignees  mjamieaon 

Calcutta,  &.    a  bankrupt. 

recta  B.  at  * 

Bombay  to  re- 
mit certain  Jamiesofi  on  leaving  England  for  the  East  Indies 

InBfigiand  '  cxecutcd  a  powcr  of  attorney,  empowering  Hod- 
who  is  in  the  SOU  to  act  for  him,  and  afterwards  was  in  the  habit 
ceptmg  bills     ^^  drawing  bills,  which  were  accepted  by  Hodson. 

for  A«,  this 

order  is  exe» 

cuted  by  B.  without  fraud,  but  after  an  act  of  bankruptcy  committed  by  A. ;  C.  has  a 

iien  on  the  sum  received  for  his  balance. 

Jamieson 
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Jamieson  from  Calcutta^  and  whilst  solvent,  con-       1815. 
signed  a  cargo  of  saffron  to  Forbes  and  Co.  at  Bom^  Asaienees  of 
bay^  directing  them  to  transmit  the  proceeds  to    Jamieson 
Hodson  in  London.  „  '"' 

XIODSON. 

Upon  the  29th  of  Augzcst  1 8 1 2,  Jamieson  became 
a  bankrupt,  and  on  the  20th  of  September  18 12, 
Forbes  and  Co.  having  sold  the  saffron,  remitted 
to  Hodson^  who  was  ^en  a  bankrupt,  a  draft  for 
the  amount. 

The  question  was,  whether  Hodson^  (who  de- 
fended for  his  assignees),  was  .entitled  to  retain 
this  money,  the  plaintiffs  contending  that  the  bank- 
ruptcy of  Jameson  was,  in  point  of  law,  a  counter- 
mand of  the  auUiority  given  to  Jameson^  and 
consequently,  that  Hodson  had  no  lien  on  the 
draft  remitted. 

But  Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that 
suice  this  remittance  had  been  made,  in  pursuance 
of  an  order  given  by  Jamieson^  whilst  he  was  solvent, 
and  competent  to  give  such  an  order,  and  since  the 
order  had  been  executed  without  fraud,  the  de- 
fendant, who  had  been  in  the  habit  of  paying  bills 
for  JamUsony  had  a  lien  on  the  remittance,  and  was 
entitled  to  retain  the  amount. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintifis. 

Scarlett  and  Marryatt  for  the  plaintiffi. 

Toddy  for  the  defendant. 

[Attofiiiif,  B9m^fU  and  Q99ftr  &  O.] 
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At  tlie  First  Sittings  in  Hilary  Tcrm^ 
56  George  III. 


SITTINGS  AT  GUILDHALL, 


1816. 

Plomer  and  Others  v.  Long.  Januaiy  29. 

nrmS  was  an  action  of  debt  on  a  bond,  dated  A  payment  by 
7th  M(tt/  1811,  and  conditioned  for  the  pay-  f^^^f^^^ 
ment  of  1700/.  within  one  year.    Pleas  non  est  obligee  to 
factum,  and  payment  Su"  w^iTaigo 

otbo^se  in- 

This  was  a  bond  executed  by  General  Lee,  and  without  some 
Mr.  Long  as  his  surety,  to  secure  to  Plomer  and  c*rcun«taiice« 
Co.  who  were  the  agents  of  General  Lee,  the  sum  it  wanntended 
of  1700/.  which  was  due  to  them  at  the  date  of  the  *«  be  made  in 
bond.  Mr.  Long  died  in  the  year  1812,  and  Ge-  the^JS^be 
neral  Lee  in  August  1815,  when  the  present  action  ^o  applied  in 
was  commenced  against  Mrs.  Long,  the  executrix  ^J^  ^  ^ 

of  the  former.  obligor  in  an 

action  upon  the 
bond  under  the  plea  of  payment. 

VOL.  I.  u  Topping 
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1816.  Topping  for  the  defendant,  proposed  to  shew 

Plomer  *^**  ^^'^^^  *^^  ^^*^  ^^  *^^  bond,  payments  had 
and  Othen  been  made  by  General  Lee  to  the  plaintifis,  ex- 
Lwio.  ceeding  the  amount  of  the  bond,  and  that  though 
the  general  rule  was,  that  the  party  receiving 
money  has  a  right  to  make  the  application  of  it, 
in  default  of  any  direction  to  the  contrary  by  the 
person  paying  it;  yet  in  Newmarch  v.  Clay^  14 
East^  239*  it  is  said,  that  a  special  application  might 
arise  out  of  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and,  in 
a  case  like  the  present,  he  contended  that  such 
payments  ought  to  be  considered  as  made  in  ease 
of  the  surety,  who  had  np  power  to  direct  the  ap* 
plication. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  The  plea  is  paymentf 
and  the  question  is,  whether  the  payment  watf 
made  ammo  solvendi.  The  general  rule  is,  that 
where  nothing  is  directed  as  to  the  application, 
the  person  who  receives  it  may  apply  it,  in  a  court 
of  law  this  cannot  be  considered  as  a  payment  in 
discharge  of  the  bond,  without  some  circumstances 
to  shew  that  it  was  so  intended,  (a) 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiC 

Jervis  and  Peake  for  the  plaintiff. 
Topping  for  the  defendant. 

^Attornicsi  Pitcher  and  Clajton.'] 

■ 

(a)  See  the  case  of  Newmarch  Ra<ufUngst  x  Str*  14.  Goddard  r. 
and  Another  v.  day  and  Othen,  Coxy  Str.  IT94.'  Where  A»  owed 
14  Mastf    a39*    JBawkjhaw  v.    a  debt  u  executrix  and  then  coo* 

tragfeed 
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tractcd  a  further  debt  on  her  own 
account^  and  married  B,  who  con- 
tcacted  a  debt  with  the  same  credi- 
toTf  and  then  made  several  pay- 
ments. On  an  action  against  B. 
alone^  the  qaestion  arose  how  these 
payments  were  to  be  applied  in  the 
absence  of  any  express  direction  by 
£t  and  it  was  held  that  B.  being 
equaUy  liable  for  the  debt  of  his 
wife  before  coverture,  and  for  his 
own  debt  during  the  coverture,  the 
plaintiff  might  af^ly  the  money  in 
<fischarge  of  the  wife's  debt,  but 
tliat  since  the  demand  against  j1. 
IS  executrix,  depended  on  the  ques- 
tion of  assets  and  on  the  manner  of 
admintsfeering  them,  the  plaintiff 
could  not  apply  any  part  of  the  re- 
ceipts to  that  demand.  See  also  the 
case  of  BIoss  v.  Cuttings  cited  Sir. 
1x95.     BuJUr's  N.  P.  174. 

Miggott  V.  Milht  1  Lord  Raj, 
a86.  Anon.  Cro,  Eliz,  68.  Boh 
T.  Cranfieldf  StyU^  239.  Comb, 
463.  z6  Fin,  M,  M.  Hall  v. 
Wood  tjt  Ux.  14  Eojtf  343.  in 
the  note.     Denve  v.  Holdjwortlff 


PeMs  N,  P,  C  64.    Hammenlej 
V.  Knowfyjf  %  Sjp.  R.  666. 

In  the  case  of  Meggot  v.  Mils 
above  cited,  Lord  Holt  expressed 
an  opinion  that  if  A.  being  a  trader 
becomes  indd>ted  to  ii.  in  the  sum 
of  100/.4  and  then  he  quits  his 
trade,  and  afterwards  becomes  in- 
debted to  B,  tool,  more,  and  iher^ 
wards  A,  pays  to  B»  zoo/,  without 
expressing  on  what  account,  since 
so  much  in  quantity  is  paid  to  B» 
as  was  due  to  him  from  A^y  when 
^.  was  capable  of  being  a  bankruptf 
it  would  be  too  rigorous  to  permit 
B.  to  sue  out  a  commission  of  bank<* 
rupts  for  the  old  debt;  but  hit 
Lordship  added,  that  on  thisr  point 
he  would  not  giv«  an  absolute  opi- 
nion. See  the  cases  above  cited* 
and  qu.  whether  in  the  case  put 
by  Lord  Holt  an  intention  on  the 
part  of  the  debtor  to  apply  the  pay- 
ment in  the  manner  most  beneficial 
to  himself,  is  not  t6  be  implied 
from  the  special  circumstances  of 
the  case. 


1816. 


Plomxr 
and  Others 

LONQ. 


Doe  on  the  Demise  of  Raikes  and  Others  v.  An-  Same  day. 

DERSON. 


pART  of  the  premises  sought  to  be  recovered  The  premises 
consisted  of  two  houses  which  the  defendant  ^*^^(^^y^ 

Alexander  Anderson  and  his  brother  JoJm  Ander*  deed  of  mort- 
gage, arc  de- 
scribed as  the  defendant's  undivided  moiety,  &C.,  the  deed  afterwards  professes  to  convey 
mil  the  defendant's  estate,  &c.  in  the  premises.    This  conveys  the  moiety  only,  to  which 
the  defendant  was  entitled  in  hb  own  right,  and  not  one  thbd  part  of  the  same  premiset 
in  which  he  was  interested  as  a  co-trustee  with  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff*. 

M  S  son. 
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1816.       sorif  had  purchased,  and  which  had  been  conveyed 
*-^  ^   ^.  '  to  them  as  tenants  in  common  in  fee.   John  Ander* 

Doe  on  the 

Demise  of    son  devlsed.  his  moiety  to  Raikes,   Wilson^  and 

^^^     the  defendant,  as  trustees  for  certain  purposes  spe- 

V,         cified  in  his  will.     The  defendant,  after  the  testa- 

Anderson,  tor's  death,  being  considerably  indebted  to  his 
estate,  executed  a  deed  of  mortgage  to  the  other 
trustees.  This  deed  in  the  description  of  the  pre* 
mises  intended  to  be  conveyed,  specified  the  de- 
fendant's undivided  moietyof  the  houses  in  question, 
but  the  subsequent  words  purported  to  convey  all 
the  defendant's  estate,  right,  title,  claim,  demand, 
&c.  in  law  or  equity,  of  or  in  the  messuages,  te» 
nements,  and  hereditaments,  thereby  granted  or 
conveyed,  or  intended  to  be  granted  or  conveyed. 
Tliese  words  it  was  contended  foi  the  lessors  of  the 
plaintiff  precluded  the  defendant  from  insisting  that 
any  interest  in  these  houses  still  remained  in  him. 

Holroyd  for  the  defendant  insisted,  that  the  lat» 
ter  words  referred  to  the  undivided  moiety  only, 
especially  as  the  defendant  would  have  been  guilty 
of  a  breach  of  ti'ust  in  conveying  the  trust  estate. 

Lord  Ellenborough  being  of  opinion,  that  the 
words  intended  to  be  conveyed  referred  to  a  moiety 
only,  the  plaintiffs  had  a  verdict  for  five*sixths  (^ 
the  houses  in  question. 

Marryatt  and  CampbeU  for  the  plaintiff. 

1  Holroyd  for  the  defendant. 

[ Attoniici,  OibaUksim  and  fTatonQ 
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H AOEDORN  and  Another  r.  Whitmore.  'Febniaiy  2. 

^CTION  <m  a  policy  of  insurance  on  linen,  on  A  merchant 
board  the  ship  Henrkh.  "St^^  * 

taken  in  tow 

The  Henrkh  in  1810  saikd  from  the  Elbe  for  ^l*^"*"^ 

sbip  or  wary 

tJie  port  of  London,  with  the  insured  goods  on  and  it  thereby 

lK)ard,  and  on  her  passage  fell  in  with  his  Maiesty^  expo^d  to  a 

£un-brig  the  Aggressor.    The  captain  of  the  -Hen-  sea,  which  in« 

-wich  mistaking  the  Aggressor  for  a  Frenchman,  J'*^*  ««><*•«» 

2)roduced  simulated  papers,  concealing  the  British  this  if  a  Iom^ 

licence  under  which  he  sailed.  •  The  Aggressor  fro«n  •fc«  p«n^ 

'tck>k  ihe  Henrick  in  tow,  and  the  latter  in  order  to  y^^^  /JS^ 

Iceep  up  was  obliged  to  use  an  extraordinary  press  «nce  the  Iom 

of  sail,  and,  during  a  gale  of  wind,  and  a  high  sea,  ^[!^^|^^*°^ 

shipped  a  quantity  of  water,  by  which  the  likens  a  ship  of  war, 

were  damac^ed.     The  witnesses  attributed  this^  con-  "  ^^\}  ^ 

^  .  1     .  ,  t  beenalkged 

sequence  to  the  exertions  made  m  order  to  keep  up  to  have  been 
with  the  Aggressor.    Upon  notice  given  to  the  de-  <>«c*««^  ^ 

,  captwre  and 

fendant,  he  desired  the  plaintifis  to  do  their  best  detention. 
under  the  circumstances;  and  the  plaintiff  undec  ^®7^*^i*™" 
the  advice  of  a  person  of  experience  sold  the  whole  theu&cUrwiLr 
of  the  linen,  and  in  this  action  claimed  for  a  loss  of  binds itoieif 
22  per  cent,  on  the  whole  amount     Most  of  the  ^^dyToT 
packages  of  linen  bad  been  injured,  but  many  of  eacb.  particular 

package  of  the 
goods  insured)  this  stipulation  does  not  preclude  the  assured  fW>m  recovering  an  average 
kws  upon  the  whole  exceeding  three  per  €0hU  under  the  usual  clause  in  the  p<^y» 

And  in  such  case  although  several  packages  remain  uninjured,  they  are  to>he  included 
in  the  average. 

An  insurer  who  desires  the  assured  to  da  what  he  coocdvet  to  be  the  best  under  the 
circnmitaiic^  is  bound  l:iy  wjiat  the  Utter  does  in  the  exerciie  of  a  sound  disaretion* 

M  3  the 
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18IS.       the  pieces  in  each  particular  package  remained 

and  Another 

WnmioBi.       Scarlett  for  the  defendant  contended,  first,  that 

this  was  not  a  loss  within  the  terms  of  the  policy^ 
since  it  was  attributed  in  the  protest  to  the  conduct 
of  the  captain  of  the  Aggressor ^  who  took  the  Hen^ 
rich  in  tow ;  this  was  prima  facie  a  trespass  oa 
the  part  of  the  captain  of  the  Aggressor;  and  al* 
though  he  under  the  circumstances  might  probably 
have  justified,  this  could  make  no  difference  in  the 
case  as  between  the  assured  and  the  underwriter, 
and  the  loss  could  not  be  considered  as  having  been 
occasioned  by  the  perils  of  the  sea.  2dly,  By  a 
clause  in  this  policy,  the  underwriter  had  been 
bound  to  pay  average  separately  on  each  particular 
marked  package ;  and  although  under  the  terms  of 
the  usual  memorandum  the  underwriter  would  be 
bound  to  pay  an  average  loss  sustained  by  the  linen 
in  a  mass,  if  the  average  exceeded  Xhxeeper  cent,  yet 
the  parties  were  bound  by  the  special  clause  which 
was  to  be  taken  for  better  for  worse,  and  that  there- 
fore it  was  not  competent  to  the  plaintiff  to  sell  the 
whole  of  the  linens  sound  as  well  damaged,  but  that 
he  ought  to  have  sold  and  claimed  for  a  losa  on 
those  packages,  only  which  were  actuaUy  damag- 
ed, otherwise  it  would  be  in  the  power  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  take  advantage  of  the  state  of  the  market ;  i£ 
the  market  price  exceeded  the  valued  price,  he 
would  sell  the  sound,  and  claim  only  for  the  da-  . 
maged  goods ;  if  the  market  price  fell  short  of  the  ^ 
valued  price^  he  would  seU  the  whole,  and  by  that 

4  means 
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nteans  make  the  underwriter  pay  the  difference  be^      1816. 
tween  the  market  price  and  the  valued  price  on  hagedobn 
the  sound  goods.    Sdly,  Some  of  the  packages  con-  and  Another 
tained  124  pieces^  of  which  not  more  than  two  «r^-^ 
were  damaged,  and  the  rest  sound,  and  to  these  the 
same  principle  applied;  and  the  plaintiff  could  not 
by  selling  or  omitting  to  sell,  as  the  market  price 
exceeded  or  fell  short  of  the  valued  price,  ai&ct  the 
defendant  with  the  difference. 

Lord  Ellenborouoh.-— The  defendant  having 
desired  the  plaintiff  to  do  the  best  he  could  imder 
the  circumstances,  was  bound  by  what  the  latter 
did  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion  on  the 
subject*    I  am,  however,  prepared  to  give  my  opi- 
nion on  the  first  two  points  which  have  been  made^ 
and  which  are  the  only  points  in  the  case.    First, 
then,  was  this  a  loss  by  the  perils  of  the  sea?   The 
ship  is  seized  in  consequence  of  a  misrepresentation 
of  her  documents ;  the  protest  states,  that  the  sea 
-3'an  high,  and  that  the  vessel  shipped  a  great  deal 
^vf  water,  and  therefore  the  damage  was  occasioned 
*>>  the  perils  of  the  sea,  although  the  apprehension 
^^f  seizure  and  the  circumstance  of  her  being  towed 
*^^  the  Aggressor^  laid  the  vessel  open  to  this  peril. 
te  loss  might  have  been  alleged  to  have  been 
^^casioned  by  capture  and  detention  (a),  since  it 

(a)  If  a  Britub  ship  be  arrested  jio*      Green  v.  Jones f  %  Ijotd 

seized  by  the  authority  of  the  Raj.  840*     SalA.  344.    Robertson 

*9Htisb  government  from  state  ne-  v.  Ewert  i   T.  R»  61.     Emerig. 

'^^wtyy  this  it  seems  u  a  detention  torn.  i.  p.  541.  and  VaHn.  torn*  ii« 

^*^thin  the  meamng  of  the  policy,  p.  134. 

Marsball  on  insurance  3d  Ed. 

li  4  was 
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1816.      was  not  occasioned  by  the  act  of  an  indivifinaF, 

Hageoohn  ^^^  ^y  *^®  captain  of  one  of  his  Majesty's  ships^ 

and  Another  But  the  present  allegation  is  sufficient,  since  bjr 

w»,™^*-    the  act  of  capture  the  vessel  was  divested  of  alt 

self-command  and  power  of  protection,  and  ex- 
posed to  those  perils  of  the  sea  which  in  fact  did 
attach.  Then  as  to  the  memorandum ;  since  the- 
average  loss  exceeded  three  jper  cent,  the  plaintiff  is- 
entitled  to  recover,  unless  he  is  excluded  by  the 
subsequent  words  of  the  policy ;  the  effect  of  which 
is  to  give  the  party  assured  a  claim  for  the  damage 
.  sustained  by  each  individual  package.  This  daus^ 
it  appears  to  me,  was  introduced  for  the  benefit  of 
the  assured,  and  does  not,  as  has  been  argued,  oust 
the  plaintifis'  claim  to  general  average;  neither 
does  it  involve  the  question  as.  to  the  rise  or  &U  of 
the  markets.  The  state  of  the  market  is  of  no  fur- 
ther use  than  to  ascertain  the  amount  of  the  loss. 

His  Lordship  afterwards  stated  his  opinion,  that 
though  one  ot  more  entire  packages  were  uninjur-- 
edf  they  were  still  to  be  included  in  the  average. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiii^  subject  to  a  reference 
to  the  amount. 


.  The  Attorney-General  and  Toddy  for  the  plainjkiofl 
Scarlett  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomies,  Kaji  &f  Co.  and  Alkau^ 


\ 
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1816. 

Sangster  v.  Mazarredo  and  Others.  S>m  <by* 

A  SSUMPSIT  sgainst  Mazarredo  and  three  others  Atramptit 

as  the  acceptors  of  several  bills  of  exchange,  ^^^!J|^[|Jn. 

ihe  three  other  defendantsywhoresidedin^jpoin,  had  have  been  out. 

been  outlawed.    In  order  to  prove  the  partnership,  ^7^  •  "  ^ 

f:be  plaintiff  gave  in  evidence,  a  letter  written  by  fourth,  that  he 

JMiuuxrredo^  which  amounted  to  an  admission  that  ^'"J^*^^ 

lie  was  a  partner  with  the  other  three  defendants,    other  thm  u 

evideace  as 

The  Attorney  General  for  the  defendant,  sub-  fourth  of  a 
xxiitted,  that  since  every  count  in  the  declaration  y^^  promwe 
^Ueged  the  promise  to  have  been  made  by  the  four   ^ 
jointly,  it  was  incumbent  to  prove  the  allegations 
iDy  other  evidence  than  the  admission  of  one  part- 
xier,  which  could  not  bind  the  rest. 

Scarlett  for  the  plaintifl^  contended,  that  as  against 
this  defendant  the  allegation  of  the  joint  promise 
^as  proved,  and  that  the  case  was  analogous  to 
that  of  an  action  against  a  surviving  partner,  where 
his  admission  was  sufficient. 


Lord  Ellenborough  held,  that  since  in  any 
future  action  which  might  be  brought  by  the 
present  defendant  against  the  co-defendants  for 
contribution,  the  record  in  the  present  action  would 
not  be  sufficient  evidence  to  prove  that  they  were 
parties  to  the  promiset  and  that  it  would  be  in- 

8  cumbent 


let 
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1816.       cumbent  on  him  to  prove  the  fact  by  ulterior 
SAKosifsR '  evidence;  the  evidence  now  offered  was  sufficient 

V.         to  prove  the  allegation  in  question. 
^^^^  Verdict  for  the  plaintiC 

Scarlett  and  F.  Pollock  for  the  plaintiC 

I      ■ 

The  Attorney  Generai  and  Littiedak^  for  the  de-i* 
fendants. 

[Attornicti  Cooper  &f  I'OWi  and  Bower.'} 


•  I 


Saturdiyy 
February  3. 

A  deed  by 
which  the 
plaintiflfcove- 
nants  to  give 
up  his  trade  to 
the  defendant) 
and  to  allow 
him  to  carry 
it  on  in  his 
house  for  ten 
yearsy  the  de- 
fendantpayiug 
zoco/.  for  the 


Ltburn  v.  Wabrington.. 

I 

T)EBT  to  recover  500L  on  the  defendant's  cove* 
nant. 


The  deed  contained  mutual  covenants,  which, 
were  in  substance,  that  the  plaintiff  should  relin- 
quish his  trade  of  a  butcher  in  favour  of  the  de- 
fendant, who  was  to  be  admitted  into  the  house 
occupied  by  the  plaintiff,  and  to  be  allowed  to 
carry  on  the  business  there  for  ten  years  in  the 
fixtures,  &c.  at  joint  names  of  the  plaintiff  and  himself,  and  the  de- 
ecuting  the  *'  feudaut  was  to  have  possession  of  the  whole  house, 
deed  and  cove-  with  the  cxccption  of  ouc  room,  and  also  the  fix- 

nanting  to  pay 

1000/.  per  annum  for/  tei^  years,  doe»  not  require  «|n  ad  vaior^  stamp. 

An  indorsement  on  a  deed  after  it  has  been  signed  by  the  parties,  but  written  at  tht 
tame  time  \nth  tliiVediUg  and  deliyery,  it  part  of  the  deed* 

'  tures» 
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tures.     For  this  the  defendant  paid  lOOOi  upon      1B16> 
the  execution  of  the  deed,  and  further  covenanted     Lybuem 
to  pay  1000/.  per  annum  for  ten  years^  by  quarterly  ^  «. 
payments. 


Marry att^  for  the  defendant,  objected  thtt  ihe 
instrument  ought  to  bear  an  ad  valorem  stamp,  un- 
der the  St.  48.  G.  3.  c.  149*  which  imposes  an  ad 
valorem  duty  on  every  conveyance  "  upon  the  s^e 
<*  of  any  lands,  tenements,  rents,  annuities,  or 
**  other  property,  real  or  personal,  heritable  or 
**  moveable,  or  of  any  title,  right,  interest,  or 
<*  claim,  into,  out  of,  or  upon  any  lands,  tenements, 
^*  rents,  annuities,  or  other  property,'^  and  not  a 
common  deed-stamp,  for  since  the  possession  of  the 
house  was  given  for  ten  years,  and  the  fixtures 
were  included,  the  transaction  was  to  be  considered 
as  a  sale  of  these  interests. 

Lord  Ellenborough. — The  agreement  is,  that 

the  defendant  shall  have  these  as   auxiliary  to 

the  carrying  on  the  business,  and  since  there  is  no 

Mention  of  any  distinct  substantive  property  ex- 

^^usive  of  the  trade,  I  cannot  think  that  in  fair 

construction  the  case  falls  within  the  operation  of 

^^^  clause  of  the  Act. 

Jiiarryatt  then  objected,  that  the  breach  was  as- 

*^^ed  on  an  indorsement  upon  the  deed,  by  which 

^^^  annuity  was  made  payable  by  half  yearly  pay- 

^^tits  instead  of  quarterly  pajrments,  as  stipulated 

*^^  in  the  body  of  the  deed,  and  that  it  did  not 

^^ear  that  the  indorsement  was  part  of  the  deed. 

But 


TOir. 
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1816.  But  on  further  examination  it  appeared  thai  the 

*^  Lybubk  indorsement  had  been  made  before  the  sealing 

V.  and  delivery^  though  after  the  parties  had  sighed 

WARauia*  their  names;  and 

TOW.  ' 

Lord  Ellenbqrough  held,  that  this  was  suffici- 
ent, since  the  whole  was  one  transaction  done  at  the 
same  time.^ 

The  Attomey-Generalj  Holroydj  and  V.  Lawes^ 
for  the^  plaintiff. 

Marry  aft  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomiesy  Wiltsbtre  Cff  O.  and  Brovfn.'] 


Same  day.  W1I.LIS  V.  DtSON. 

^^^*^M^o  X^^*^  ^^  ^^  action  for  goods  suppUed  by  the 
^.andjB.(who  plaintiff,  who  resided  at  BirrmngJiam^  to  Dyson 
are  partners,)    ^nd  Beuson  J  the  latter  had  let  judgment  go  by 

after  notice  by    j    /.     1  . 

A.  that  he  wUl  deiauit. 
not  be  aniwer- 

go«ii*fub!ilI.  I^  January^  1815,  Dyson  had  sent  the  following 
quentiy  sent,  it  circular  letter  to  the  plaintiff  and  others : 

is  incumbent' 

on  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action  for  the  arooant  of  such,  goods,  to  prove  some  act  of  adopdon 

on  the  part  of  A.  or  that  he  has  derived  benefit  from  the  goods. 

If  a  counsel  in  opening  for  the  plaintlfiV  read  a  letter  of  the  defendant's  merely  as  in* 
troductory  of  the  plaintiff's  case,  the  letter  b  not  to  be  considered  as  given  in  evidence  by 
the  plaintiff,  but  must  be  afterwards  proved  by  the  defendant  as  part  of  his  own  caae»  if 
he  mean  to  rely  upon  it  s  alitcr  if  the  plaintiiPs  counsel  read  it  as  part  of  the  pltiti- 
tiff*scase. 
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«  Sir,  .     1816. 

"  I  am  sorry  that  the  conduct  of  my  partner 
"**  compels  me  to  send  the  annexed  circular.  I  re- 
'*  commend  it  to  you  to  be  in  possession  of  my  in- 
**  dividual  signature,  before  you  send  any  more 
"  goods.'' 

No  actual  dissolution  of  partnership  took  place 

till  the  9th  of  June,  1815.     Part  of  the  goods,  on 

account  of  which  the  action  was  brought,  had  been 

Bupplied  in  the  interval  between  the  receipt  of  the 

letter  and  the  time  of  dissolving  the  partnership. 

Lord  Ellenborough  held,  that  although  no  dis- 
solution had  taken  place  till  a  later  period,  yet  that 
«dler  notice  by  one  partner  not  to  supply  any  more 
^oods  on  the  partnership  account,  it  would  be 
:Kiecessary  for  the  party  sending  goods  after  such 
»iotice  to  prove  some  act  of  adoption  by  the  part- 

xier  who  gave  the  notice,  or  that  he  had  derived 

some  benefit  from  the  goods. 

No  such  evidence  being  given-,  his  Lordship, 
after  commenting  on  the  terms  of  the  circular  let- 
ter, left  it  to  the  jury  to  consider,  whether  it 
amounted  to  a  notice  that  he  would  not  be  answer- 
able for  any  goods  subsequently  sent. 

• 

The  jury,  in  their  verdict,  excluded  the  goods 
supplied  after  the  notice  (a). 

(a)  See  Lord  Galwcy  t.  Matthew  and  Smitbjofh  i  Cam^  403. 
CO  £aitt  a64« 

Scarktt, 
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181C-  

^'*         Scarlttt^  in  opening  the  plaintiflPs  case,  had  .ad- 
Dysok.      verted  to  the  circular  letter^  as  intended  to  be  re- 
lied upon  by  the  defendant^  but  did  hot  give  it  in 
evidence. 

The  Attomey'Generalf  after  the  plaintiff's  case 
had  been  closed,  submitted  that  he  had  a  right  to 
consider  the  letter  as  proved. 

Lord  £ll£nborough  said,  that  if  the  learned 
counsel  had  propounded  the  letter  as  forming  a  part 
of  the  plaintiff's  case,  he  could  not  afterwards  have 
been  allowed  to  retract.  But  the  letter  having 
been  stated,  merely  for  the  purpose  of  introducing 
evidence  in  answer  to  it,  his  Lordship  held,  that 
the  proof  ought  to  come  from  the  defendant. 

Scarlett  and  Ltttledalej  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  Attorney-General  and  Marryatt  for  the  de- 
fendant. 

[Attorniesy  Handle  and  BroftonJ} 
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1816. 

LiEBMAN  and  Others  v.  Pooley  and  Others.       Febna^  5. 

ASSUMPSITforcommissiononthesaleofgoodg  ^^"^^^ 
and  on  the  money  counts.  ter  written  bj 

the  plaintiff  to 
the  defendant* 

After  having  proved  notice  to  the  defendants  to  parol  evidence 
produce  a  letter  written  to  them  by  the  plaintiflS,  a  "^^^^ 
witness  was  called  to  give  parol  evidence  of  its  by  any  one 
contents,  who  stated  tliat  the  original  had  been  ^^^^  "^o^^^cte 

"  the  contents* 

written  not  by  himself*  but  by  a  clerk*  who  was  still  although  it  ia 
in  the  plaintifls*  service.  inthepiaintiT. 

''  power  to  pro- 

duce the  deik 

Scarlett,  for  the  defendants,  objected  that  the  ^^^^ 
witness  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  swear  that  the     But  in  such 
writing  produced  was  a  copy  of  the  original  letter*  ^^**  ^^  ^"- 
since  better  evidence  might  be  derived  from  the  proved  by  the 
clerk  who  wrote  the  original*  and  who  ought  to  production  of  a 
have  been  called ;  —  but  ^tni  copy.  ^ 

Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion*  that  the 
testimony  of  this  witness  was  admissible ;  since  it 
was  merely  contingent  and  uncertain  whether  the 
clerk  who  wrote  the  original  would,  when  called* 
possess  a  better  recollection  on  the  subject  than  the 
witness  already  produced. 

Upon  further  inquiry*  it  appeared,  that  the  writ- 
ing intended  to  be  given  in  evidence  as  a  copy  of 
the  original  was  in  itself  a  copy  of  the  original 
copy,  which  remained  in  the  counting-house  of  the 

plaintiffi. 
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1816.  plaintiffs.  Upon  the  objection  being  taken  that 
LiBBMAN  ^^  ^^  events  the  original  copy  ought  to  be  pro- 
ud Others    duced ; 

and  Others.  Lord  Ellenborough  acceded  to  the  objection, 
observing  that  the  evidence  now  offered  was  one 
step  further  removed  from  the  original. 

The  plaintiffs,  proving  their  case  by  other  evi- 
dence, obtained 

A  verdict! 

The  Attomey^General  and  Marryatt  for  the 
plaintiff. 

Scarlett  and  Starkie  for  the  defendants. 

[  Attornieti  Crowder  &  Co»  and  Mine  &  Parry.'] 
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COURT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS. 


SITTINGS  AT  WESTMINSTER. 


HORSEFALL  V.  DaVY. 

J)EBT  to  recover  40/.  being  double  the  value  of  Although  dou- 
the  goods,  in  the  removal  of  which  the  de-  ^^^tlu. 
fendant  was  charged  to  have  been  fraudulently  aid-  dukntiy  re- 
ing  and  assisting,  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  a  ^^"^^  v^ 

distress  for  rent.  does  not  ex- 

ceed 50/.9  it  It 

Bestf  Serjt.   for  the  defendant,   attempted  on  the^it^in^ 
cross-examination  to  shew,  that  the  plaintiff'  had  al-  i*"*^  ^°  p«>- 
ready  made  his  complaint  before  a  magistrate,  un-  Ltion  oHn  a 
der  the  4th  section  of  the  st.  11  G.  2.  c.  19. ;  and  »uininary  way 
contended,  that  the  party  was  bound  where  the  gUtoue!"*' 
double  value  did  not  exceed  50L  to  proceed  in  the     And  the 
summary  way  pointed  out  in  that  section,   and  -^  j^^  ^^^^^ 
could   not  support  an  action,  unless  the  double  imtance  made 
value  exceeded  50/.     But  hi«  complaint 

beiore  a  ma- 
gistrate, will 

GiBBs,  C.  J.  was  of  opinion,  that  the  evidence  hTm  fr^"^. 
proposed  was  inadmissible,   and  that  where  the  terwards  main. 
sum  sought  to  be  recovered  was  less  than  50/.  it  ^^^  *^  *^ 
was  discretionary  on  the  part  of  the  landlord  to 

TOL.  I.  N  proceed 


170  CASES  AT  NISI  PRIQS, 

I81&      proceed  either  by  complaint  before  a  magistrate^ 

V.  The  plaintiff  had  a  verdict* 

Lens,  Serjt«'and  W.  H.  Matde  for  the  plainti£ 
Best,  Serjt  and  Adolphus  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornkty  GeUart  and  Morlej.l 


lilLARY  TERM,  56  GEORGE  III.  171 


IN  THE  KING'S  BENCH. 


SITTINGS  AT  WESTMINSTER, 


Callabd  V.  White. 


SSUMPSIT  against  the  defendant,  the  keeper  The  master  o£ 
of  an  hotel  in  London,  for  washing  the  linen  y^wJ^i^^ 
.quests  in  his  house,  for  which  it  was  contended  for  tBe washing 
t,  he  was  responsible.  ttl^^f 

hb  house. 

XLord  Elijsnboeough  inquired,  whether,  when 
e^sts  had  left  such  bills  unpaid,  the  defendant 
b^en  in  the  habit  of  discharging  them ;  if  he 
J  an  undertaking  to  this  effect  m^t  afterwards 
inferred,  it  might  be  considered  as  evidence  of 
antecedent  promise. 

'^iThe  witness  stating,  that  in  such  cases  the  bills 
e  not  paid  at  all,  the  plaintiff  was 

Nonsuited. 

'ojpping  and  Lowes  for  the  plaintiff. 
*XTie  Attorney-General  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomics,  Wilhugbty  and  Brown  2 

N  2 
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1816. 
Same  day.  WeSTWOOD  V.  CoWNE. 

An  appraise-     r^  ASE  for  a  vexatious  and  irregular  distress.    One 

^'bf  A?"  ^^"°*  ^^  *^®  declaration  alleged,  that  the  de- 
person  who  fondant,  who  had  made  the  distress,  had  sold  the 
makes  it  is       goods  before  they  had  been  appraised  as  directed 

irregular.  p  •'  ^'^ 

Under  an      by  the  sU  2  Tv.  Sf  M.  sess.  1.  C.  5.  S.  2. 

allegation  by 

d^agel^^it  ^*  appeared,  that  the  goods,  previous  to  the  sale, 
tbe  plaintiff  had  been  appraised  by  two  sworn  appraisers,  but 
^  diww  ^     *^**  *^^  defendant  Cowne  was  one  of  them. 

lodgers  (with- 
out naming  j^  ^^  admitted  by  the  defendant's  counsel,  that 

any,)he  cannot  .  "^  .  , 

prove  the  Iom    such  an  appraisement  was  irregular. 

of  a  particttlar 

The  declaration  alleged,  that  the  plaintifl^  in 
consequence  of  the  injury,  had  lost  divers  lodgers^ 
without  naming  any;  upon  his  offering  to  prove 
'  that  he  had  in  fact  lost  one  lodger, 

Lord  Ellenborough  rejected  the  evidence,  be- 
cause the  name  of  the  lodger  had  not  been  specifi- 
ed, observing,  that  the  number  was  not  so  great  as 
to  excuse  a  specific  description  on  the  score  of  in- 
convenience, (a) 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  with  nominal  damages. 


(a)  See  B.  N.  P.  7.  z  Roll.  Ab.    note  (4)  to  Lord  Arlinpon  and 
58.    Hartley  v.  Herrings  8  T.  R.    MirricA,  %  Saund.  4x1. 
Zjo.  and  Mr.  Serjeant  WiUmmi\ 
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Jervis  and  Puller  for  the  plaintiff. 

Westwood 

The  Attorney-General  for  the  defendant.  «• 

COWMS. 

[Attoroiet}  Upjtom  and  Lover.'] 


FoRSDicK  V.  Collins.  Same  day. 

TROVER  for  the  value  of  a  block  of  Portland  ^^  ^^ 

X  comet  mtopoe* 

stone*  session  of  ]and» 

,  on  which  he 

The  stone  had  been  placed  by  the  plaintiff-  on  St*bS^.*' 
'the  land  adjoining  some  shells  of  houses  which  he  |ng  to  another, 
liad  purchased  in  Hunter-street.     The  defendant  ^^^vingit 
afterwards  coming  into  possession  of  the  land,  re-  to  a  distance* 
fused  to  permit  the  plaintiff  to  carry  the  stone  ^i^ti'lIl^Lfw 
away,  and  afterwards  removed  it  himself  to  Burton  sedes  the  ne- 
Crescent  Mews.  cessity  of  pro^ 

mg  a  formal 
demand  in  an 

Puller  for  the  defendant,  contended,  that  he  had  *<^°"  ^ 
a  right  to  remove  it  from  his  own  premises.  — 

Lord  Ellekborough.  —  But  he  is  not  justified 
in  removing  it  to  a  distance.  In  an  action  of  tres- 
pass at  the  suit^of  the  owner,  he  must  in  his  justi- 
fication have  alleged,  that  he  removed  it  to  some 
adjacent  place  for  the  use  of  the  owner ;  he  could 
not  have  justified  this  removal. 

N  S  Puller 
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1816.  Puller  insisted,  that  no  sufficient  demand  had 

^-^  been  proved. 


Lord  Ellenborough.  —  A  demand  is  unneces- 
sary where  the  party  has  been  guilty  of  a  conver- 
sion, and  he  is  guilty  of  a  conversion  where  he 
oversteps  the  authority  of  law ;  here  the  defendant 
overstepped  that  authority  by  removing  tho  pro- 
perty to  a  distance,  (aj 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiC 

Campbell  for  the  plaintiff*. 

Puller  for  the  defendant. 


[Attorniesy  Wright  and  Vtneenu'\ 


{a)  S«e    Williams     v.    Sbawy  a  demand  and  refasal^  tee  i  8icL 

I  £tp.  R.  93*     The   taking  and  i64.     Bruen  v.  Roe^  6  MoL  %j%. 

carrying  away  of  another's  goods  Baldwin  v    Colej  BulL  N.  P.  44, 

it  a  conTenion»  and  therefore  it  is  a  lV/lliamj*%  Saunders,  note  47  £ 
not  necessary  in  such  case  to  prove 
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GUILDHALL. 


laie: 


Taylor  and  Others  Assignees  of  Takmer  v.  Kin-  WedneMhy, 

LOCH.  Febnuuy  Z4« 

nPROVER  by  the  plaintifis^  as  the  assignees  of  TiwdateopoB 
Tanner,  a  bankrupt,  to  recover  the  value  of  ^^J^^^^JJJ^ 

the  sloop  Irvine.  a  bankrupt,  it 

prima  faoi 

An  act  of  bankraptcy  was  proved  to  have  been  2^t^%ie 
committed  on  the  2d  or  dd  of  December  1814.    In  Mte  ezistMi 
proof  of  the  petitioning  creditors'  debt,  the  plain-  ^SJ^^iJ^ 
tiffi  relied  on  a  promissory  note  of  the  bankrupts,  watconmiitted, 
for  the  sum  of  103/.  bearing  date  the  11th  of  No^  ??"  "^  ^ 

^  Dusna  petitioQ* 

vember  1814.  iog  cieditoi^t 

debt  in  anac* 

The  Attorney  General  for  die  defendant,  ob-  ^^_ 
jected,  that  this  was  not  sufficient,  without  proof  But  no  de- 
that  the  note  actually  existed  before  the  bank-  JTSLIL 
ruptcy,  otherwise  it  might  have  been  since  fiibri-  whether  oral 
cated  for  the  purpose^  and  he  cited  the  case  of  «*^««>»«ob- 

*      *  ,  sequent  to  bit 

Hervejff  a  bankrupt,  where  he  said  his  Lordship  bankruptcy, 

would  be  ad- 
mittible  in  evidence  to  prove  thit«-»Tlie  mere  dcpoat  of  the  documenes  relating  to  a 
venel  at  teay  in  the  hands  of  a  bond  JUU  creditor,  will  not  confier  even  an  equitable  Gen 
upon  the  creditor^  againti  the  attigncct  of  the  owner  under  a  lubeeqiient  comminion.  — - 
A  mere  literal  deviation  firom  the  form  of  conveyance  of  a  ship  prescribed  by  the  act, 
win  not  render  it  void. —It  is  competent  to  a  defendant  to  tmpotch  the  title  oJF  a  bank* 
n^  ia  aa  action  by  the  assignees  ahhougli  he  hanstif  claims  title  under  the  banhrupt* 

N  4  had 
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^  8 1 6.       had  decided  that  such  additional  proof  was  neces- 
Taylor     ^^>  ^^^  added,  that  his  Lordship's  decision  had 
V,         been  acted  upon. 

KiNIXXJH. 

> 

Jervis  for  the  plaintifis,  contended,  that  the  date 
apparent  on  the  instrument  itself  was  prima  fade 
evidence  of  its  reality,  and  that  such  evidence  as 
would  enable  a  plaintiff  to  recover  in  an  action, 
was  sufficient  to  prove  the  petitioning  creditor's 
debt. 

Lord  Ellenborough. —  In  an  action,  the  date  is 
not  material ;  but  unless  I  find  that  this  rule  has 
been  adopted  I  will  allow  the  cause  to  pro- 
ceed, in  order  to  save  expence  to  the  parties. — His 
Lordship  afterwards  added,  that  since  the  point 
was  of  universal  consequence,  he  felt  inclined  to 
reserve  it. 

Topping  as  Amicus  Curice  mentioned  a  similar 
case  which  had  occurred  on  the  Northern  Circuit, 
where  Mr.  J.  Bayley  received  the  evidence,  but 
left  it  as  a  question  for  the  jury,  whether  the  in- 
strument had  really  existed  before  the  bankruptcy. 

The  plaintiffs  then  offered  as  confirmatory  evi- 
dence, a  letter  of  Ta7mer\  dated  on  the  6th  of 
December  1814,  and  consequently  after  the  bank- 
ruptcy, and  cited  the  case  of  Brett  v.  Levett  (a) 
to  shew  that  such  evidence  was  admissible. 

(a)  13  East,  azj. 

The 
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The  Attorney  General  —  The  declaration  of  the       1816« 

bankrupt  on   the  subject  after  his   bankruptcy,  XayloT 
would  not  be  evidence,   and  therefore  his  letter         v. 

cannot.  ^•'"^• 

Lord  Ellenborough  rejected  the  evidence  of 
the  letter,  deeming  the  note  itself  to  be  admissible. 

The  Attorney  General  for  the  defendant,  then 
stated,  that  Tanner  being  indebted  to  the  de- 
fendant, upon  his  acceptance  of  a  bill  of  exchange, 
on  the  26th  of  October  1814. ;  and  whilst  the  Ir- 
vine was  at  sea,  transferred  to  him  all  the  docu- 
ments relating  to  the  vessel,  thereby  giving  him  all 
the  title  in  his  power. 

Lord  Ellenborough. — The  deposit  of  these 
documents  would  not  give  even  an  equitable 
lien ;  and  his  Lordship  referred  to  Rawlandson  v. 
Hibbert  and  Others  (a). 

The  defendant  then  proposed  to  shew,  that 
Tannery  (who  had  been  proved  to  be  in  posses- 
sion of  the  vessel,)  had  no  title  to  it,  and  that 
consequently  the  assignees  who  claimed  under  him 
had  none ;  and  cited  Moss  v.  Mills  (&),  to  shew 
that  in  such  a  case  the  title  of  the  bankrupt  might 
be  impeached. 

His  Lordship,  deeming  such  evidence  admissible, 
provided  they  went  the  length  of  shewing  that 


(a)  3  T.R.  406.    3  Bro.  Oh.  Ca.  471.    Al>bott  on  Shippmg»  58. 
{h)  6  East,  144. 

Tanner 
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Tanner  had  no  title,  they  objected  that  the  convey* 
ance  from  Okett^  a  former  owner,  to  Tanner,  did 
not  pursue  the  form  in  the  act.  The  form  pre* 
scribed  by  the  act  running  thus :  **  that  I  have  tk$$ 
**  dm/  sold  and  transferred^^  in  the  first  person,  but 
the  Words  of  the  conveyance  were,  "  that  the  withm^ 
««  named  —  OkeU  hath,  &c.*' 


Lord  Ellenborough, — If  the  act  were  to  be  so 
construed,  it  would  be  one  of  the  most  intolerable 
nuisances  that  ever  existed. 


On  further  inquiry,  it  appeared  that  the  vessel 
had  never  been- registered  in  the  name  of  Tanner/ 
— but  that  on  the  15th  oS  January^  1815,  upon  a 
bill  of  sale  executed  by  the  bankrupt  to  the  de* 
fendant,  the  registry  of  sale  to  Okell  had  been 
cancelled,  and  a  new  one  executed  to  the  defendant* 

Jervis  insisted,^  that  it  did  not  lie  in  the  mouth 
of  the  defendant,  who  claimed  under  Tanner,  to 
object  to  his  title. 

Lord  Ellenborough. — It  is  for  you  to  make 
out  your  case  propria  marte.  You  may  apply 
for  redress  in  a  court  of  equity ;  but  since  Ton- 
ner  was  never  the  registered  owner  of  the  vessd  as 
the  statute  requires,  I  look  upon  it  to  be  clear  that 
neither  he  nor  his  assignees  can  enforce  a  legal 
claim  in  a  court  of  law. 

Plaintiff  nonsuited. 


8 


Jervis 
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Jerm  and  Esjnnasse  for  the  plaiiiti£&.  1616. 

The  Attomejf-General  and  Pu&r  for  the  de    •      «• 
fendant.  Bokluch* 

[Attorniefy  Partridge  and  Crowder  &f  C0.3 


Hughes  t^.  Wilson. 


Samedif* 


'PHIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  goods  sold 

and  delivered.  A  sbipping 

entry  at  tht 

In  the  course  of  the  cause,  in  order  to  throw  aithoagh  to 
discredit  on  the  plaintifl;  by  shewing,  that  he  had  •«"«  pwpo« 
charged  the  defendant  with  a  larger  sum  for  ship-  J^t,  is  not 
ping-duties  than  he  had  actually  paid  at  the  cus-  «▼><*«««  t€ 
tom-house,  a  clerk  belonging  to  the  custom-house  ,on  {whJST' 
was  called,  who  produced  the  book  containing  the  duty  it  waf  to 
shipping  entries ;  he  stated,  that  the  practice  was  ^^  mj^ 
for  the  person  passing  an  entry  to  deliver  a  sliip-  cnminaUy,  the 
ping  note  into  the  office,  from  which  the  entries  in  l^^'*^^^"^ 
the  book  were  made,  afler  which  the  notes  were  try  wat  nuiie, 
filed ;  but  that  the  note  from  which  the  entry  had  ^l^^  p~P5' 

'  ,  •'   ,         omcer,  having^ 

been  made,  which  related  to  the  goods  in  question,  been  acddem- 
had  been  burnt  in  the  conflagration  at  the  custom-  *"y  *iertroyed. 
house :  the  entry  in  the  book  had  been  made  by 
himself. 

The  Attorney-General^  for  the  plaintiff,  objected, 
that  the  entry  was  not  evidence. against  Hughes^ 

without 
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1816. 
Hughes 

WlUOK. 


without  shewing  that  he  made  or  presented  the 
note,  or,  if  it  was  presented  by  an  agent,  without 
calling  that  agent,  particularly,  since  the  evidence 
was  offered  to  prove  fraud  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff. 

Topping  submitted,  that  it  was  evidence  as  a 
public  document. 

Lord  Ellenborouoh. — ^Yes,  it  might  for  some 
purposes,  such  as  to  entitle  the  party  to  the  privi- 
lege of  sailing,  but  it  would  be  dangerous  to  admit 
such  evidence  in  order  to  fix  a  person  with  the 
commission  of  a  crime. 

The  Attorney-General  BndGumei/  for  the  plaintifil 


Topping  and  Littledale  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies,  Cuppage  and  WiUonJ] 


See  Johnson  v.  Ward^  6  £sp. 
47, 8.  Where  it  was  held  that  the 
cuBtom-houte  copy  of  the  searcher's 
report,  produced  by  the  officer  in 
whose  custody  it  was  Iodged»  was 
evidence  to  prove  an  actual  ship- 
ment of  the  goods  specified  in  it.-— 
But  the  entry  in  the  register  book 
at  the  custom-house,  of  the  certifi- 
cate of  the  trantfer  of  the  vessel 


to  a  particular  person,  is  not  even 
prima  facU  evidence  to  charge  that 
person  as  owner,  unless  the  entiy 
be  proved  to  have  been  made  \rf 
his  authority,  Frazer  v.  Hopkins 
^  aL  2  Taunt.  5.  %  Camp.  170. 
Tinkler  v.  fFaJpoU,  14  East,  %%6, 
Abbott,  85.  and  see  also  Wemver  v. 
Prentice  and  Another,  x  Esp.  R» 
369. 


*. 
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SITTINGS  AT  WESTMINSTER. 


•  •    >  • 


1816. 


Doe  on  the  Demise  of  Waithmak  and  Others      ThumUy, 

V.  Miles.  ^"^^™^  '^- 

J^JECTMENT  to  recover  a  house  in  Holbom,  on  %  tJ>«  fennt 

the  joint  demise  of  Robert  Waithman,  John  co^aitnei^ip 
SmiA^  and  ITumas  Smith.  ^ houMis to 

be  uaedind 

occupied  by  ' 

The  plaintiffi  gave  in  evidence  a  deed  of  co-  the  co-fMutnen 
partner^p,  executed  by  the  defendant  and  ^'*™*^  ^  ^ 
Wm.  Waithman^  John  Smithj  and  Thomas  Smithy  Afteradiswla- 
which  recited  that  the  house  in  question  was  the  ^^^^  !»«• 
property  of  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff;  and  that  the  dec  to^uit  ST 
house  should  be  occupied  and  used  by  the  partners  ofcemiy  pre. 
during  the  partnership  only.  It  was  also  proved,  ^^  of^ejllct^^ 
that  the  defendant  and  his  three  copartners  had  n^nt  ^^xaut « 
signed  a  notice,  which  stated,  that  the  partnership  i^^^\ 
had  been  dissolved.  co-partner  that 

the  partnenhip 
ifoj  be^n  dis^  ^ 

Comyn^  for  the  defendant,  contended^  1st.  That  solved^  b  evi- 
no  tenancy  was  created  by  the  deed  of  copartner-  denceatagaimt 
ship ;    it  was  therefore   to  be  considered  as  a  has  been  dis. 
common  demise  by  those  to  whom  the  house  be-  •©'▼ed  by  com. 
longed,  and  therefore  notwithsfamding  a  dissolu-  ^^^^ 
tion  of  the  partnership,  the  usuai  notice  to  quit  is  evidence  of  a 

dittolution  by 
deed,  if, a  deed  be  etaential  to  such  dittolutioii. 

^  was 
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1816.       was  necessary.     And,  2dly.  That  there  was  no 
DoEDcm.    pr^f  ^f  *  dissolution  of  the  partnership,  which^ 
Waithm AK  having  been  created  by  deed,  could  not  be  dissolved 
aDdOthen    by  less  than  a  deed. 


MiLIi. 


Lord  Ellenborough. — The  house  was  to  be 
used  and  occupied  by  the  partners  during  the  part- 
nership only,  and  when  that  was  determined  there 
was  an  end  of  the  tenancy.  It  might  be  very  de- 
serving of  attention,  whether  a  partnership  created 
by  deed  could  be  dissolved  by  any  thing  diort  of  a 
deed,  but  here,  as  against  tl^e  party  who  signed  tlie 
notice,  the  partnership  must  be  taken  to  have  been 
dissolved  by  competent  means.  If  they  had  stated 
in  the  notice  *'  tke  partnership  is  herein^  dissolved,^^ 
it  might  have  been  different,  for  the  question  would 
then  have  stood  on  the  effect  of  that  instrument  j 
but  as  against  a  person  who  signed  the  notice,  tbe 
partnership  is  to  be  considered  as  having  been  legL^ 
timately  dissolved. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  (a) 

Gumejf  and  Giffbrd  for  the  plaintiff. 

Comyn  for  the  defendant. 

[Attocniet,  Sm}eet  k,  Gsw  and  Richaritw^ 


(«)  Ai  to  tliA  «Act  of  adnut-  5  T.  R.  465.  %  P.  W.  43t. 

lions,  wbt  SL  y.  NenjUUt  Peike't  la  admitiioB  by  the  paity  will  ao^ 

N.  P.  C  91.  R»  T.  GardueTf  %  mpply  the  want  of  Che  tobacTibitif 

4  T.  R.  JI7.  Air4%»  t.  StMi, 
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Adamthwatte  v.  Stnge. 

J^EBT  on  a  judgment  recovered  in  the  Court  of  Before  a  docn* 
EMhequer  in  Ireland.  "*"^  ^  ^ 

*  read  a«  a  re* 

cord»  it  muit 

The  witness  called  to  prove  an  examined  copy  of  ^  prov^.'** 
tlie  judgment,  stated,  that  at  the  request  of  an  at-  came  out  of 
tomey  in  Dublin^  he  went  to  the  building  where  *«  h»<J«  ^ 
the  four  Courts  are  held,  and  there  compared  the  ^  ^^^^^  ^ 
copy  produced  with  a  parchment  roll  produced  from  the  pro- 
by  the  attorney.  5^- fh, 

recorda  dT  th« 

Lord  Ellenborough  deeming  this  evidence  in-  f ^""^  ^  ^'""^ 
sufficient,  without  either  shewing  that  the  original  "iTS^**" 
came  from  the  proper  place  of  deposit  or  out  of  the  *"«^  ^^^  coo- 
hands  of  the  <^cer  in  whose  custody  the  records  cUk  Jment  kieif 

of  the  EMhequer  were  kept.  cannot  bt  call- 

ed in  aid  in 

Courihope^  for  the  plaintifi^  suggested,  that  from  pn^f. 
the  contents  of  the  copy  it  would  appear,  that  the 
original  was  a  record  of  the  Ea^cJiequer. 

Lord  Ellekborough. — It  must  in  the  first  place 

be  proved  by  the  witness,  that  the  original  came 

out  of  the  proper  custody }  this  cannot  be  shewn 

by  any  light  reflected  from  the  record  itself,  which 

may  have  been  improperly  placed  where  it  was 

found.     Nothing  can  be  borrowed  ex  tdsceribusju^ 

dicii,  till  the  original  be  proved  to  have  come  from 

the  proper  court* 

It 
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1816.  Jt  then  appeared,  that  the  records  of  the  difier- 

ent  courts  in  Dublin  were  all  kept  in  one  room, 
but  in  different  presses. 

Lord  Ellenborouoh. — Since  the  records  are 

• 

kept  in  different  presses,  the  same  difficulty  still 
presents  itself;  it  is  very  distressing  to  strain  the 
rules  of  law,  when  evidence  might  so  easily  have 
been  procured.  If  the  witness  had  stated,  that  the 
record  came  out  of  the  hands  of  the  proper  officer^ 
it  would  have  been  sufficient.  The  evidence  must 
be  launched  by  proving  that  the  document  came 
either  from  the  proper  person  or  proper  place ;  till 
then  I  cannot  look  upon  it  as  a  record.  To  ad- 
mit this  evidence' would  afford  a  precedent  for 
laxity  of  proof  in  other  cases. 

Plaintiff  nonsuited. 
Conrthope  for  the  plaintiff. 
Heath  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomie8>  Mason  and  Harnjon»2 


See  Coliinjon  t.  Hilicarp  3  Campb.  30. 
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1816. 

Ingram  v.  Shirley  and  Another.  ^ 

ASSUMPSIT.     The  plaintiff  proved,  that  there  Uponamgiee- 
had  been  mutual  accounts  between  the  parties,  JJI^tradm  to 
and  that  a  balance  had  been  struck  of  251.  in  favour  tuppiy  eack 
of  the  plaintiff  ^-/* 

goods  for 

The  defendants  contended,  that  there  was  an  P?****^t 

baunce  ttnick 

agreement  between  the  parties  of  goods  for  goods,  between  tbem, 
according  to  which  they  were  to  supply  each  other  •**^***^?^  ** 
mutually  with  the  goods  in  which  each  dealt,  and  money. 
that  upon  the  account  taken  the  plaintiff  was  not 
entitled  to  receive  95L  in  money,  but  only  goods 
to  that  amount  from  the  defendant's  warehouse. 
Tliere  was  no  evidence  of  an  agreement  at  the 
time  of  the  settlement,  that  the  balance  should  be 
taken  in  goods. 

Lord  Ell£nborough  was  of  opinion,  that  upon 
a  balance  struck,  the  amount  of  the  balance  was 
due  in  money,  otherwise  there  could  be  no  end  to 
the  dealings. 

Topping  and  Storks  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  Attorney 'General  and  Reader  for  the  de- 
fendants. 

[Attorniei,  JMnum  and  Patteri9B.1 
VOh.  I.  o 
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1816.  -"' 

Same  day,  Leeson  V.  HoLT  ^nd  Others. 

In  an  action     TPHIS  was  an  action  against  the  defendants 
againit  a  car-  common  Carriers,  for  negligence. 

rier  for  negli- 
gence* the  de« 

fendant  cannot  The  plaintiff,  who  resided  at  Notting/iamf  ordered 
denteTarad-  ^  number  of  chairs  to  be  sent  by  Davis  from  Lon^ 
vertiseinem  in  doTi*  Davts  accordingly  Sent  the  chairs,  and  he 
b  "t^kh'^hc  stated  upon  the  trial,  that  he  went  to  the  defend- 
limits  his  re-    auts'  office  in  Lofidon^  and  that  he  had  not  seen  any 

mdess^^le^first  ^^*^^^  ^^  *^^  P^^  ^^  *'^^  defendants,  intimating 
prove  that  the  that  they  would  not  be  responsible  for  any  damage 
plaintiff  was  in  ^hi^h  might  be  Sustained  by  furniture,  &c. 

the  habit  of  ^  J  ' 

reading  that 

Bi^jemhU)  '^^  defendants  relied  on^a  notice  painted  upon 

an  adve  tise-  cauvas  in  large  letters,  intimating  that  all  packages 

mem  m  the  ^f  looking-glass,  platc-glass,  household  furniture, 

be  read  with-  toys,  &c,  wcrc  to  be  entirely  at  the  risk  of  the 

out  such  pre-  Qwuers  as  to  damage,  breakage,  &c.     This  notice 

paratory  proof,  i         j  •  •  ^        •  .i       i 

but  without  it,  was  placed  m  a  conspicuous  situation  over  the  door 
the  evidence  is  of  the  officc ;  they  also  proposed  to  prove,  that  a 

similar  notice  had  been  inserted  in  the  GazettCy  and 

in  the  Times  newspaper, 

LjOrd  Ellenborough  said,  tliat  he  would  receive 
evidence  of  the  advertisement  in  the  Gazette^  but 
that  unless  it  were  proved  that  the  part}'  was  in  the 
habit  of  reading  the  Gazette^  the  evidence  would 
be  of  little  avail.    And  his  Lordship  was  of  opinion, 

that 
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that  the  advertisement  in  the  Times  was  not  ad> 
missible  at  all  without  proof  that  it  was  taken  in  bj 
the  party.  The  first  instance  in  which  such  evi- 
dence was  received,  was  a  case  where  a  person  to 
entitle  himself  to  a  more  extended  lien  than  the 
common  law  allowed,  inserted  a  notice  in  a  provin- 
cial Sunday  paper,  and  the  Court  held  that  it  was 
admissible  in  evidence,  because  it  was  probable  that 
the  party  had  seen  it  since  he  took  in  the  papez 
and  the  advertisement  related  to  his  business. 


1816. 


It  appeared,  that  Davis  had  occasionally  read 
Uie  Times  newspaper,  and  Lord  Ellenborough 
then  admitted  the  advertisement  contained  in  it  to 
be  read. 


In  summing  up  to  the  jury,  his  Lordship  said, 

If  this  action  had  been  brought  twenty  years  ago, 
the  defendant  would  have  been  liable,  since  by  the 
common  law  a  carrier  is  liable  in  all  cases  except 
two,  where  the  loss  is  occasioned  by  the  act  of 
God,  or  of  the  King's  enemies  using  an  overwhelm- 
ing force,  which  persons  with  ordinary  means  of 
resistance  cannot  guard  against. — It  was  found, 
that  the  common  law  imposed  upon  carriers  a  liabi- 
lity of  ruinous  extent,  and  in  consequence  qualifica- 
tions and  limitations  of  that  liability  have  been  in- 
troduced from  time  to  time,  till,  as  in  the  present 
case,  they  seem  to  have  excluded  all  responsibility 
whatsoever,  so  that  under  the  terms  of  the  present 
notice  if  a  servant  of  the  carrier's  had  in  the  most 

o  2  wilful 
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1816.  wilful  and  wanton  manner  destroyed  the  furniture 

^^■^JJ^j^  entrusted  to  them,  the  principals  would  not  have 

V.  been  liable.    If  the  parties  in  the  present  case  have 

Z^^"  so  contracted,  the  plaintiff  must  abide  by  the  agree- 

ind  Others.  ,      '  ^  ^         .  ,  -^  .   j 

ment,  and  he  must  be  taken  to  have  so  contracted 
if  he  chuses  to  send  his  goods  to  be  carried  after 
notice  of  the  conditions.  The  question  then  ]8» 
whether  thece  was  a  special  contract.  Ifthecarrien 
notified  their  terms  to  the  person  bringing  tbe 
goods  by  an  advertisement,  which,  in  all  probabi- 
lity, must  have  attracted  the  attention  of  the  person 
who  brought  the  goods,  they  were  delivered  upon 
those  terms;  but  the  question  in  these  cases  al« 
ways  is,  wheth^  the  delivery  was  upon  a  special 
contract. 

Verdict  for  the  plainti£ 

The  Attorney  General  and  Marryatt  for  the 
plaintiffi 

Scarktt  and  Qm^  for  the  defendants. 

[Attoraieii  Sttvcfuw  and  PajneJ^ 
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Weld  v.  The  Gas-Light  Company.  Stme  dxj. 

THE  defendants,  for  the  purpose  of  laying  their  A  company 
n  J      ^»        ^i_  i_    J  J  which  has  been 

pipes  for  conducting  the  gas,  had  made  an  ex-  entrusted  by 
cavation  in  the  Strand  of  considerable  length,  and  the  legislature 
ibur  feet  in  breadth.    The  rubbish  which  had  been  ^^^f^f  ?^ 
^raised  formed  a  mound  on  the  side  of  the  excava-  power  from 
^on,  and  between  the  mound  and  the  opposite  side  ^^y  ^^IJJ|^^ 
^f  the  street  there  was  room  for  two  carriages  to  the  public,  is 
;yass.    Between  six  and  seven  o'clock  in  the  even-  '^^^^  f^  **^* 

-.,  -I/.  ii«»/v»  !•       «P«ctal  pre- 

:»ig,  m  the  month  of  January ,  the  plamtin  was  dnv-  cauUon  to 
ing  his  gig  through  the  Strand^  and  in  avoiding  a  ^*"*  ^^^£ 
<:art  the  gig  was  precipitated  into  the  trench,  and  and  in  default 
^he  horse  which  drew  it  afterwards  died  in  conse-  *•  respon«>'ip 
^uence  of  the  injury  it  received  by  the  fall.  ™  ^^^ 

Lord  Ellenborough. — In  point  of  law,  I  am 
clearly  of  opinion,  that  where  any  Company,  such 
^5w  the  Gas-Light  Company ^  is  entrusted  with  the   . 
execution  of  a  power  from  which  mischief  may  re- 
«ult  to  the  community,  they  are  bound  to  execute 
^t  as  innocently  as  they  can,  even  in  the  day  time  j 
«nd  in  the  night  time,  are  bound  to  take  especial 
precaution  that  no  one  shall  receive  injury.     Here 
^e  trench  was  left  open  at  night ;  the  defendants 
^ught  not  to  have  allowed  so  large  a  portion  to  re- 
main open ;  but  if  they  did,  it  was  their  duty  to 
liaveguarded  it  with  especial  care:  there  was  no  light 
set  up  for  the  purpose  of  warning  the  passenger  of 

o  3  his 
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1816.       his  danger,  and  the  mound  was  not  sufficient  to 
Weld       prevent  the  mischief  which  ensued. 

Joht'com.  Verdict  for  the  pTaintiff. 


PAKT. 


Topping  and  Curwood  for  the  plaintiff. 
GarraWy  A.  G.  for  the  defendants. 


[Attorniesy  Mams  and  Jfalifr.^ 


Same  daf.  Hector  and  Another  v.  Carpenter. 

If  a  party  who  A  SSUMPSITou  an  attomcy's  billfor  the  expences 
^oiff  *°  ^  ^^  putting  in  bail  above,  and  the  subsequent  ex- 

to  an  attorney  pences  of  the  cause,  in  which  Carpenter  had  been 
to  put  in  baa    baa  to  the  sheriff. 

aboT^»  he  is 
liable  for  these 

expences,  but  The  cause  was  ultimately  referred,  but  in  the 

sequent  ex-  couFse  of  the  trial,   Lord  Ellenborough  said — I 

pwices  of  the  think,  that  in  point  of  law,  if  a  party,  who  is  bait 

fitcle  the"x^  *^  *^^  sheriff,  apply  to  an  attorney  to  have  bail  put 

pences  of  the  in  above,  he  is  liable  for  those  expences  but  not 

ftom*Ae  prin-  ^^^  ^^  Subsequent  expences  of  the  principal  suit, 
cipai,  and  the    for  that  would  be  Undertaking  for  the  debt  of  ano- 

baOf "  ^tdn  *^^^*  P^^^f^^  t^^  expeuces  of  the  suit  are  due 
in  bail  above  from  the  principal,  and  the  charges  of  the  bail  for 
from  the  bail,    putting  in  bail  above  from  the  bail. 

The 
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The  Attorney  General  and  Adolphus  for  the       1816. 

plaintiff.  ^  „  ^ 

*^  Hector 

and  Another 

Toppins  for  the  defendant.  ^     ^• 

[Attomlesi  Briggs  and  AlUn,'] 


Solomons  and  two  Others  r.  Medex.  Same  day. 

^^ASE  for  slanderous  words  affecting  the  plaintifis  An  avenneot 
in  their  trade  of  silversmiths.  that  skndcrout 

words  were 
spoken  con- 

The   declaration   alleged,    that    the   defendant  ^^"f  ^A* 
spoke  of  and  concerning  the  plaintiffs  in  their  tiffs  in  their" 
trade,    these   words :    "  You  (meaning   the   said  i^"**  *^*^»  *• 
•«  partners)  have  bought  a  pearl  necklace,  which  by  evidence  of 
•*  was  stolen  from  me,  for  less  than  one-seventh  of  ^^^•»  *<*- 
•«  the  value,  will  you  give  up  the  necklace,  other-  defendant^jer- 
••  wise  I  will  take  you  to  Bow^treet.**  sonaiiy,  to  one 

only  of  the 
.    1  partners. 

It  appeared,  that  the  three  plaintiffs  carried  on 
business  in  partnership,  and  that  the  words  were 
spoken  by  the  defendant  in  their  shop,  and  ad- 
dressed to  John  Solomons  (one  of  the  plaintifis) 
alone,  the  other  plaintiffs  not  being  present. 

Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that  there 
was  a  fatal  variance  between  the  declaration,  which 
alleged  the  words  to  have  been  spoken  of  and  con- 

o  4  ceming 
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Plomer 
and  Others 

Long. 
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cerning  the  three  plaintiffs  in  their  character  ot 

tradesmen,  and  the  words  proved  which  were  ad* 

dressed  tjo  one  of  the  partners  individually,  and  the 

plaintiff  was 

Nonsuited,  (a) 

The  Attorney 'General  and  Reader  for  the  plaintiff. 

Scarlett  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomiesy  Briggs  and  Oakley.^ 


{a)  See  Barnes  v.  Hollow  ay  ^  8  T.  R.  150.  The  King  v.  Berry^ 
4  T.  R.  21 7.  2  East,  434*  lAcly  Ratcliffe  v.  Sbublejf  Cro»  Eliz.  aa4* 
Hanvkcs  V.  Hanvkeyt  8  East,  227.    HeUj  r.  Hender^  3  Bulst.  83. 


Same  ciay. 


Bacon  v.  CnESNEr. 


A,  engages  to  A  SStJMPSlT  on  a  guarantee,  by  which  the  de-^ 
guarantee  the  fendaut  Undertook  to  guarantee  to  the  plaintiff 

amount  or  ox 

good*  supplied  the  payment  of  a  small  vestment  of  goods  out  of 
^y  ^:J^  ^'  fashion  to  be  supplied  to  Blair y  the  mate  of  an  In- 
nionths  credit    diaman,  on  reasonable  terms,  at  eighteen  months 

be  given,  if  B.  credit, 
give  credit  for 
X2  months 
only,  he  is  not 
entitled  at  the 
expiration  of 
six  months 
more,  to  call 

upon  A.  on  hb  guarantee.  But  D.  having  after  the  commencement  of  the  action,  delU 
vered  an  invoice  from  which  it  appears  that  credit  was  given  for  12  months  only,  is  at  li- 
berty to  shew  that  this  was  a  mistake,  and  that  in  fact  z8  months'  credit  was  given. 

Lord 


Gaseleey  for  the  plaintiff^  proposed  to  give  evi* 
dence  of  what  Blair^  the  prindpal,  had  said  con- 
cerning the  goods  on  his  return  from  India;  but 


HILARY  T£RM,  $6  GEORGE  UI. 


193 


Lord  Ellenborougu  was  of  opinion,  that  what 
JSlair  afterwards  said  was  not  evidence,  since  he 
^%vas  not  the  general  agent  for  the  defendant 

CampbelU  for  the  defendant,  gave  in  evidence  an 
invoice  signed  by  the  plaintiff,  giving  only  twelve 
nnonths  credit  to  Blair;  but  it  afterwards  appeared 
that  this  had  not  been  delivered   until  after  the  * 
commencement  of  the  action. 


1816. 

Bacom 

Chbsnkt. 


Lord  Ellenborouoh. — The  claim  as  against  a 
surety  is  strktissimijuris^  and  it  is  incumbent  on 
the  plaintiff  to  shew  that  the  terms  of  the  guaran- 
tee have  been  strictly  complied  with  (a).  If  I  en- 
gage to  guarantee,  provided  eighteen  months  credit 
be  given,  the  party  is  not  at  liberty  to  give  twelve 
only,  and  after  the  expiration  of  six  more  to  call 
upon  me.  If  this  invoice  had  been  delivered  at  the 
same  time  with.the  goods,  or  if  it  had  been  delivered 
under  a  Judge's  order,  the  plaintiff  would  have 
been  bound  by  it,  but  under  the  present  circum- 
stances I  think  he  is  at  liberty  to  shew  that  it  is 
a  mistake,  (b) 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff 

Gaselee 


{a)  At  against  a  surety,  a  con- 
tract cannot  be  carried  beyond  (he 
strict  letter  of  it.  Per  Buller  J. 
1  T.  R«  370.  and  see  Pbillips  v. 
^stUno  CfT  qL  2  Taunt.  ao6. 

{b)  The  courts  are  unwilling  to 
extend  the  doctrine  of  estoppeUt 
because  it  tends  to  preyent  the  in- 
vestigation of  truth,  see  Lord  Ktiu, 


ywC%  dictum  JU  v.  Luhbenbamt 
4  T.  R.  254.  and  upon  the  sfme 
principley  it  seldom  happens  thit 
a  party  is  precluded  by  his  admis- 
sion or  representation  from  shewing 
that  he  acted  under  a  mistake.  So 
that  a  receipt  is  not  ccmclusive  evi- 
dence against  a  party  signing  it, 
and  he  may  shew  that  he  did  »ot 
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1816.  Gaseke  for  the  plaintiff. 


Bacon 
Chesney. 


Campbell  for  the  defendant. 

[Attorniesy  Allen  and  Piatt >2 


in  fact  receive  the  sum  in  question. 
SeeStratton  v  Rastall,  %  T.R.366 
and    soleinn    declarations   by   the 
party  in  many  ca^esy  even  where 
there  has  been  no  mi&take  are  not 
conclmi've.     It  has  been  held  that 
upon  an  information  for  an  offence 
under  the  game  laws»  the  party  is 
not  concluded  by  the  oath  he  had 
taken  before  the  commissioners  uni 
der  the  pro[>erty-tax  act,  as  to  the 
annual  value  of  his  property^  K*  v. 
Clark f  8  T.  R.  a  10.     So  the  cir- 
cumstance of  an  insolvent's  not  in- 
cluding a  debt  in  his  schedule  will 
hot  preclude  him  from  afrerwards 
recovering  the  debt      See  Hart  v. 
NctwmoHi  3  Campb.  13. 

But  in  general  the  declaration 
and  conduct  of  the  party  is  admis- 
sible in  evidence  again&t  him,  and 
in  many  instances  has  been  held  to 
be  conclujtvg.  One  who  has  de- 
scribed himself  to  be  a  physician 
cannot  afterwards  maintain  an  ac- 
tion for  fees,  Chorlej  v.  Bolcott, 
4  T.  R«  3 1 7*  Lip  J  combe  v.  Holme  jf 
2  Campb.  441. 

A  vendee  of  goods  who  has 
given  to  the  vendor  a  bill  of  ex- 
cnange  in  payment,  cannot  after- 
wards dispute  the  reasonableness  of 
the  charge.  Nojh  v.  Turner^ 
I  £sp.  217.  and  supra.  51.  A 
bankrupt  who  has  acquiesced  in  a 
commission  for  three  years,  and 
who  has  solicited  the  votes  of  cre- 
ditor! in  the  choice  of  assignee^  it 


estopped  from  bringing  an  action  to 
the    validity    of    the    commission. 
Like  y  Ho^ve  &  Rogers  t  6  Esp  ao. 
Flower  v.  Heber^   %  Ves.  136.  J 
Esp.  223.  zi  Ves.  jun.  409.  and 
see  the  case  cited  by  Richards^  B. 
I.  Price,  83.  in  which  Lord  Kenj9U 
held,  upon  a  trial  for  forgery*  that 
the  defendant  having  in  his  addreu 
to  the  jury  spoken  of  the  woman 
who  then  accompanied  him  as  hk 
wife,  could  not  afterwards  call  her 
as  a  witness,  although  he  allegod 
when  the  objection  was  made  that  tlie 
was  not  his  wife ;  (but  qu.)  SeeAfoi^ 
Adys  case,  Leach,  245.     So  if  a 
man  hold  out  s^  woman  to   the 
world  as  his  wife,  he  cannot  set  np 
as  a  defence  to  an  action  for  neces- 
saries that  she  was  not  his  wife. 
Robinson  v.  Nahon^  i  Campb.  %AS* 
Watson  V.  Tbrelkeld%  2  Esp.  637. 

There  seems  to  be  an  essential 
distinction   between    those    tttpt^ 
sentations  on  which  another  party 
may  be  presumed  to  have  actedt 
or  on  the  faith  of  which  some  ad- 
vantage   has    been    gained,     and 
those   by  which    the   interests  of 
another  cannot  be  supposed  to  have  < 
been  affected.     If  a  man  represent 
a  woman  to  be  his  wife,  he  under- 
takes to  repay  any  third  person 
who  will  supply  her  witl^  neces- 
saries, and  to  allow  hiiif^terwards 
to  retract,  would  be  to  permit  bim 
to  defeat  his   own  contract,   but  * 
where  at  in  the  cases  of  IL  y.ClarJU 

and 
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'and  itart  v.  Newman  above  cited,  discbaedy  since  although  the  party  1816. 

the  party  does  not  by  the  falsifying  may  by  such  evidence  shew  himself  V.       >^  ■      ,  / 

lus  former  declaration,  break  good  to  have  acted  immorally  and  ille-  Bacon 

Faith  with  (he  opposite  party,  there  gaily,  yet  his  offence  and  its  punish-  v. 

seems   to  be  no   sufficient  reason  ment   are   entirely  foreign  to  the  CuEfiMSY* 

why  the  real  facts  should  not  be  existing  inquiry. 


Lord  King  t;.  Chambeks  and  Another,  ,  Monday, 

February  19. 

HIS  was  an  action  against  the  defendants,  two  Proof  that  the 
of  the  inhabitants  of  the  Hundred  ofOssulstoriy  ^^^^ 
recover  the  amount  of  the  damage  sustained  by  the  door,  tear- 
tJie  plaintiff's  house  in  fVimpole-street,  from  an*at-  *"?  f^  ^ 

*  ,  windowfnuneSf 

tjack  of  the  mob  during  the  Corn  Bill  riots.  and  doing 

other  serious 

It  was  proved,  that  the  mob  put  out  the  lamps  houwfwere*in- 
in  the  street,  broke  open  the  door,  tore  down  the  terrupted  m 
railing  before  the  house,  and  broke  the  shutters  and  Ingrb^^'i. 
window  frames,  and  after  doing  other  damage  to  a  tary  force,  is 
considerable  amount  retired,  and  that  in  about  five  whid^^a  be-in- 
minutes  afterwards  the  street  was  occupied  by  the  ning  to  demo- 
military.  li^hOnanac 

•^  tion  against 

the  hundred) 

Gumey,  for  the  defendants,  admitted  that  if  the  [^^^5^^^"^% 
mob  intended  to  demolish  the  house  a  sufficient  de-  the  mob  after 
gree  of  violence  had  been  proved,  but  contended,  coronjitting 
on  the  authority  ofl  Reid  v.  Clarke  and  another,  voluntarily  re- 
7  T.  R.  496.  (before  Thompson^  Baron,  at  Nmcas-  ^^^  without 
^),  that  if  it  was  merely  the  intention  of  the  mob  to  a^^ion,  k 

is  a  question 
for  the  jury,  whether  there  was  a  beginning  to  demoli^ih. 

express 
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1816.      express  their  indignation  by  doing  mischief,  and 
LordKiNo'  ^pcfsing  without  proceeding  to  a  demolition,,  t&e 
V.         action  could  not  be  supported. 

Chambebs 

The  Attomey-GeneraL — The  mob  must  be  taken 
to  have  intended  that  which  they  actually  began  to 
'  do,  namely  to  demolish  the  house ;  the  consequences 

would  be  dreadful  if  this  doctrine  were  allowed  ta 
prevail,  and  if  a  mob  could  say  we  have  just  done 
mischief  enough  to  the  party,  now  let  us  leave  him, 
tod  he  will  be  without  any  remedy. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  I  do  not  know  any  ease 
where  the  mob  have  not  been  interrupted  th  the 
course  of  demolition  by  the  interference  of  the 
military,  and  where  after  the  work  of  demolition 
had  been  begun,  they  would  not  have  gone  through 
if  they  had  not  been  interrupted,  and  where  they 
have  retired,  if  I  may  use  the  'expression,  uns3Ei^ 
tiated.  The  proof  would  have  been  abundantly 
sufficient,  if  the  mob  had  been  dispersed  by  the 
military,  whilst  they  Were  occupied  in  the  demo^ 
lition.  The  words  of  the  statute  are,  beginning  to 
demolish,  and  there  must  be  proof  that  such  was^ 
their  intention. 

The  plaintiff's  counsel  requesting  that  the  case 
might  be  left  to  the  jury,  his  Lordship  said. 

There  is  in  this  case  without  doubt  a  sufficient 
beginning  to  demolish  under  the  statute,  provided 
the  violence  was  used  with  an  intention  to  demo^ 

lish* 
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lish.    We  can  only  infer  what  the  mob  intended  to      1816. 
do  from  what  they  did;  and  what  they  had  begun  i^ord  Kwa 
to  do,  is  striking  evidence  to  shew  what  they  in-         v. 
tended  to  do;  but  if  they  went  away  voluntarily  of  ^^^'Sw 
their  own  head,  the  question  for  your  consideration 
is,  whether  they  ever  intended  to  demolish.  —  If 
the  military  were  near  when  the  mob  dispersed,  it 
would  be  fair  to  attribute  the  dispersion  to  the 
military.    If  they  dispersed  voluntarily,  and  with- 
out having  satiated  their  purpose,  it  wOl  be  for  you 
to  consider  whether  what  they  did  was  done  with 
an  intention  to  demolish. 

Verdict  for  the  defendants. 

The  Attorney-General^  and  PiiUer  for  the  plain* 
tiff. 

Gvmey  for  the  defendants. 


[Attomiet,  Karslake  and  AlUn.'\ 


See  %  VTtSL  SioikL  377*  note 
(i»)  where  many  of  the  dedaioni 
under  this  act,  (i.  e.  the  i  G.  i* 
el.  ».  c.  5.  f .  4  }  are  collected.  See 
alio  Burrowj  v.  Wright  1  East,  615. 
Oreatley  ▼•  Higgmhotbam^  t  East, 
636.  In  the  cate  of  Smith  v.  BoU 
i999  which  was  tried  bcfixv  Le 
Blame  J.  at  the  TTk  Spring  attbet 
tSi6f  it  wai  held  in  an  action  on 
llttt  itatttte^  that  the  hundred  was 
fiable  only  for  the  fttrntture  and 
mdMr  articles  actually  demolished 
by  the  nob,  and  not  for  such  as 
fad  beta  icolen  and  cairitd  o£ 


When  the  le^slature  had  thought 
proper  to  make  the  beginning  to 
demolish  a  house,  &c.  a  capital 
offence,  it  was  also  deemed  proper  to 
give  the  person  injured  a  ronedy 
against  the  hundred,  since  other* 
wise  inasmuch  as  the  private  injury 
had  by  the  operation  of  the  act 
merged  in  the  felony,  the  party 
would  hare  been  left  without  re- 
medy. But  in  the  case  of  a  larciny 
accompanying  the  beginning  to  de- 
molish, the  jMrty  would  have  had 
no  remedy  previous  to  the  St.  I  O.i. 
St.  t«  c  5*,  and  therefore  he  was  not 

within 


I9S 
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1816*'        withm  die,  fcope  of  the  sixth  tec* 

^  ^  '  tion  of  that  sfatute^  as  to  the  Ur- 

Liord  KiKO    cinyy  since  the  object  of  that  section 

Chambers 
and  Another. 


was  to  provide  a  remedy  IB  place  oC 
that  taken  away  hy  fSbt  foarA. 
section. 


Same  day. 


A.  being  em- 
ployed by  B. 
as  a  clerk  at  a 
salary  of  %ooi» 
perannuntf 
payable  quar- 
terly* is  dis- 
charged in  the 
nnddle  of  a 
quarter  and 
paid  propor- 
tionallyi  A.  is 
entided  to  re- 
cover his  salary 
for  the  re- 
mainder of  die 
quarter  on  the 
general  count 
for  work  and 
labour. 


Gandall  v.  Pontigny. 
J)ECLARATION  for  work  and  kbour. 

The  plaintiff  had  been  employed  as  a  clerk  by. 
the  defendant,  in  his  counting-house,  at  a  salary 
of  200/.  per  annunif  which  had  been  paid  quarterly. 
The  defendant  being  displeased  with  the  plaintiff's 
conduct,  on  the  11th  of  August  (in  the  midst  of  a 
quarter,)  discharged  him,  paying  him  051,  the  pro- 
portionate salary  for  half  a  quarter,  which  would 
expire  on  the  15th  of  August  Tha  plaintiff  ten- 
dered himself  the  next  morning  at  the  counting- 
house,  as  ready  to  discharge  his  duties  as  usual, 
when  the  defendant  declined  his  services. 

A 

Topping  for  the  defendant  contended,  that  the 
plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  on  the  general 
count  for  work  and  labour,  since  none  had  been 
performed  subsequently  to  the  period  of  his  dis- 
charge, and  up  to  that  time  he  had  been  paid,  and 
he  cited  Hull  v.  Heightman^  2  East,  145.  The 
plaintiff,  he  urged,  ought  to  have  declared  specially 
on  the  contract. 


Lord 
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Lord  Ellenborough.  —  If  he  has  done  work       1816. 
for  any  part  of  the  quarter,  it  is  done  for  the  whole,    gatoall 
This  is  an  objection  of  a  strict  nature,  and  since         v. 
MO  dissolution  of  the  contract  has  been  proved,   ^<>»wo!nr. 
-the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  for  the  remainder 
of  the  quarter. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  Attorn^  General  and  DowUng  for  the  plain- 
tiff. 

Top]^ng  and  V.  Lowes  for  the  defendant. 

[Attorniet,  Manning  and  Orcbard,"^ 


MaCFARLANE  V.  Price.  Tuesday, 

Febroary  %o* 

>i  HIS  was  an  action  upon  the  case,  for  infringing  ^^  ^^  «pecifi. 

anafent  cation  of  a  pa- 

a  patent.  ^^^^  ^^  ^^  -^ 

,    .  proved  instra- 

The  patent  was  described  generally  as  a  patent  ^ntbd  to 
for  certain  improvements  in  the  making  of  urn-  point  out  i)rc- 
brellas  and  parasols.  ^"*^^  ^!?*^  ^ 

*  new  and  what 

•  1 18  old,  and  it  it 

The  specification  professed  to  set  out  the  im-  not  efficient  to 
provements  as  specified  in  certain  descriptions  and  descHp^of 

drawings  annexed.  the  construc- 

tion of  the  in- 
itruroeot  without  making  such  distinction,  although  a  plate  la  annexed,  containing  a  de- 
tached and  separate  representation  of  the  parts  in  which  the  improvement  consists. 

6  The 
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1816.  The  subjoined  description  contained  a  minute 

M^Fahlanb  ^^*^*^  ^^  ^^^  construction  of  umbrellas  and  para- 
V.         sols,  partly  including  the  usual  mode  of  atretch* 
Prick.      j^jg  ^^  gjjj^  ^f  ^y^^  umbrella  by  means  of  metallic 

stretchers,  or  rods  attached  to  a  tube  moveable 
along  the  stem,  and  also  certain  improvements^ 
which  consisted  chiefly  in  the  insertion  of  the 
stretchers,  which  were  knobbed  at  the  end,  in 
sockets  formed  in  the  whalebone,  instead  of  attach- 
ing  them  to  the  whalebone  in  the  usual  way,  by 
means  of  forked  ligaments,  which  came  in  contact 
with  the  silk.  The  advantage  of  which  was,  that 
by  the  specified  mode,  the  bone  being  interposed 
between  the  stretcher  and  the  silk,  the  stretcher 
did  not  wear  the  silk  in  spreading  the  umbrella,  as 
it  was  apt  to  do  in  umbrellas  of  the  old  constructiont 
where  the  stretcher  came  in  contact  with  the  silk* 
Someother  advantages  of  minorimportance  were  also 
stated,  and  drawings  were  given  of  the  umbrellas 
and  parasols  in  their  improved  state.  Throughout 
the  whole  specification  no  distinction  was  made 
between  what  was  new  and  what  was  old. 

Upon  the  objection  taken  by  Topping  for  the 
defendant ; 

The  Attorney 'General  for  th  e  plain  tifi^,  contended, 
that  the  specification  was  sufficient,  since  one  of 
the  annexed  drawings  contained  a  representation 
of  the  particular  invention  which  had  been  pirated^ 
and  was  confined  to  the  exhibition  of  the  insertion 
of  the  knobbed  stretchers  in  the  whalebone  sockets^ 

from 
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from  which  an  artist  would  be  able  tp  construct       1816. 
an  umbrella  on  the  improved  plan.  M-Farlawb 

V. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  The  patentee  in  his  P^we. 
specification  ought  to  inform  the  person  who  con- 
sults it,  what  is  new%  and  what  is  old.  He  should 
say  my  improvement  consists  in  this,  describing  it 
by  words  if  he  can,  or  if  not  by  reference  to  figures. 
But  here  the  improvement  is  neither  described  in 
words  nor  by  figures,  and  it  would  not  be  in  the 
wit  of  man  unless  he  were  previously  acquainted 
with  the  construction  of  the  instrument  to  say 
what  was  new  and  what  was  old.  The  specification 
states,  that  the  improved  instrument  is  made  in 
manner  following :  this  is  not  true,  since  the  de- 
flcription  comprises  that  wliich  is  old,  as  well  as 
that  which  is  new.  Then  it  is  said,  that  the  pa-- 
tentee  may  put  in  aid  the  figures,  but  how  can  it 
be  collected  from  the  whole  of  these  in  what  the 
improvement  consists.  A  person  ought  to  be 
warned  by  the  specification  against  the  use  of  the 
particular  invention,  but  it  would  exceed  tlie  wit 
of  man  to  discover  from  what  he  is  warned  in  a 
case  like  this,  (a) 

Plaintiff  nonsuited. 

The 


(a)  It  appears   at  one  time  to  for   some  time  been  fully  lettled 

hayt  been  held*  that   a  patent  for  that  «uch  a  pattnt  may  be  lupport- 

an  addition  cr  improvement  wat  ed,  see  the  case  of  Bouiton  v.  Bullf 

not  maintabable.      Bircot'%  case.  2H  B.  461. and  the  case  of  Aforrii 

5  Ixis.  184.  and  Mr./.  BuUer*t  ob-  v.  Branson  cited  by  Bulier  J.  and 

aemtioiis,  a  H.B.  488^  but  it  hat  Egmblower  r^Boitonf  8  T.R.  95. 

WU  I.                                       y  But 
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1816.  The  Attttmey-Generalt  Gurnet  and  Storks  tor 

.fTC:^  the  plaintiff 


Prici« 


Toppings  Scarkttj  and  Gaselee  for  the  defendant* 

[Attomiety  Tatbtun  and  Gngsim,'^ 


But  in  J^fijc^^'s  case  (cited  in  the 
last  caw)  a  patent  was  held  to  be 
void  because  it  extended  to  the 
whole  watchy  and  the  invention 
>t99M  of  a  particular  movement  only. 
—For  a  patent  for  the  invention 
consisting  in  an  imi>rovement  only> 
can  give  no  right  to  the  engine  or 
to  any  thing  beyond  the  improve- 
ment  itself.  And  the  public  have 
a  right  to  purchase  that  improve- 
ment by  itself*  without  being  en- 
cumbered with  other  things.  But 
where  the  party  obtained  a  patent 


for  a  new  machiney  and  afterwards 
another  patent  lor  improvementi  fai 
the  said  machine»  in  which  the 
grant  of  the  former  patent  was  rt- 
cited»  it  was  held  that  a  speofica- 
tion*  containing  a  full  descriptiaQ  of 
the  whole  machine  so  improved* 
but  not  distinguishing  the  new  ioi- 
proved  partSf  or  reriemng  to  the 
former  specificatiooy  otherwise  than 
as  die  second  patent  redttd  ^ 
first*  was  sufficient.  Harmuar  t* 
PUtfne^  XX  £ast»  xox. 


Same  day. 


Richmond  v.  Heapt  and  Another. 


One  of  three    "^HIS  was  an  action  of  trover  brought  by  the 
dw^cltr  plaintiff,  who  had  been  declared  a  bankrupt, 

provide  for  two  against  the  defendants,  who  were  the  assignees  iin- 
cwl  drawn   ^^^  ^^  commission,  to  try  the  validity  of  the  a)m- 

by  the  three       mission. 
partners,  and 

accepted  by  a  fourth  person,  when  they  shall  become  due,  such  acceptances  wOl  int  H^ 
port  a  commission  of  bankrupts,  on  the  peHtion  of  the  three  partners  against  the  acceptor 
Although  the  conduct  of  the  partner  may  as  against  his  co-partaets  have  beer 
fraudulent. 

11 
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The  question  was,  whether  the  commission  was       1816. 
supported  by  a  good  petitioning  creditor's  debt 


The  defendants  relied  upon  proof  of  two  bills  of  j-a^^g^w. 
exchange  for  65/.  Ii5.  each,   drawn   by  Heapy^ 
Spear  J  and  Wright^  the  petitioning  creditors,  which 
purported  to  be  for  value  received  in  oil,  and  ac- 
cepted by  the  plaintiff.     The  plaintiff  met  this  case 
by  evidence  of  transactions  between  the  plaintiff 
and  Spear  J  from  which  it  appeared  that  the  pro-  - 
duce  of  the  oil  had  been  employed  by  the  plaintiff 
in  taking  up  his  previous  acceptances  for  the  ac- 
commodation of  Heaptft  SpeoTf  and  Wright^  and    , 
that  the  bills  in  question  had  also  been  accepted 
•for  their  accommodation ;  and  he  also  gave  in  evi-> 
dence  an  undertaking  on  the  part  of  Spear  to  pro-> 
vjde  for  these  acceptances  when  they  should  be- 
come duet 

The  defendants  contended,  that  the  wh<^  tran- 
saction between  the  plaintiff  and  Spear  was  collu- 
sive with  a  view  to  defraud  the  two  partners  of 
SpeoTt  and  were  proceeding  to  ofla:  evidence  to 
that  effect — 

• 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  I  think  the  material 
qaestion  will  be  on  the  paper  in  which  Spear  en- 
gages to  provide  for  the  acceptances  when  they 
should  become  due.  Suppose  that  an  action  had 
been  brought  by  the  three  partners  on  these  biUs, 
would  it  not  have  been  an  answer  that  one  of  the 
pbintiffs  bad  promised  to  provide  for  the  bills?  are 

p  2  they 
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1816.      they  not  bound  by  his  acts  when  they  are  to  re- 
VicHMOND    cover  V  ^^  strength  ? 

indA^dier  Topping  suhtnittedj  that  the  two  partners  could  not 
'  be  bound  by  the  fraud  of  the  third,  and  alluded  to 
what  had  passed  on  a  former  occasion  when  this 
case  came  under  the  consideration  of  the  court 
upon  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  when  he  conceived 
the  court  to  have  expressed  an  opinion  to  that 
effect. 

Lord  Ellenborough. —  Assuming  fraud,  and 
that  Spear  was  the  most  fraudulent  man  alive,  yet 
since  you  must  recover  through  him,  if  he  has  ito 
behaved,  that  he  cannot  recover  as  one  of  tim 
three,  he  cannot  be  a  petitioning  creditor.  I  recol- 
lect that  on  the  occasion  alluded  to,  I  cited  Hape^n 
case,  and  I  think  that  case  was  rightly  decided, 
but  it  does  not  cover  this  case ;  there  the  partners 
were  defendants,  but  here  they  are  suing.  This 
circumstance  makes  all  the  difference,  they  must 
sue  jointly,  and  a  release  given  by  one  would  be 
binding  on  the  rest  I  am  willing  to  put  the  case 
into  any  shape  you  chuse,  or,  if  you  think  proper, 
tender  a  bill  of  exceptions. 

In  addressing  the  jury,  his  Lordship  repeated 
his  opinion,  that  the  undertaking  by  Spear  would 
have  been  an  answer  to  ,an  action  by  the  three  part- 
ners, and  that  if  they  could  not  support  an  actioa 
at  common  law  upon  the  bills,  they  could  not 
make  them  the  subject  of  debt  as  petitioning  cre- 
ditor^ 
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ditors,  so  as  to  support  the  commission.     That  the       IS16. 
question,  whether  Spear  had  deceived  his  partners    jJJ^^mond' 
or  not  was'  immaterial,  but  that  if  they  thought  fit         v. 
they  might  give  their  opinion  on  the  question  of  j^^^^^^. 
£mid. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiiE 

The  Attorney  General  and  Marryatt  for  the 
plaintiff. 

T(yppmg  and  Comyn  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomiet,  Siirrow  and  CM.^ 

See  the  authoridet  z  Montague  on  the  bankrupt  laws,  B.  x.  pact  z. 
ICC  I.  and  the  case  of  Blckerdike  v.  Bollmant  1  T.  R.  405. 


Lord  Cochrane  v.  Saxethubst.  Thundiy, 

February  ii« 

A  CTION  for  infringing  the  plaintifi''s  patent.        a  patent  for 

.  an  improved 

The  patent  was  granted  "  For  an  improved  me-  ing  cities,  ^ 
"  thod  of  lighting  cities,  towns,  and  villages.*'         towns,  and  vii- 

lages,  is  not 
•supported  by  a 

From  the  specification  it  appeared,  that  this  o^-  2^^*^*^ 
ject  was  ihtended  to  be  effected  by  means  of  a  improved 
lamp  of  a  new  and  very  ingenious  and  simple  con-  1^>"P> 
stniction ;  in  some  respects  the  patent  lamp  was. 
similar  to  Argand\  the  atmospheric  air  was  intro- 

p  3  duced 
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1816.      duced  by  a  tube,  and  brought  ipto  immediate  con^ 
iT  d  C    H-'  **^  ^^    *^^  flame,  but  instead  of  the  glass  chim« 

RAVE       ney  which  is  essential  to  Argand^%  lamp,  a  metallic 
BiTiisT   *"^®»  called  the  eduction-pipe,  was  placed  parpen* 
dicularly  over  the  flame,  and  after  passing  through 
the  roof  of  the  case  communicated  with  the  exter- 
nal air.     The  advantage  of  this  construction  was, 
that  the  heated  air  was  forced  with  considerable  ra- 
pidity through  the  eduction-pipe,  and  having  been 
conveyed  to  the  exterior  of  the  case  could  not  re- 
turn into  tiie  case  (which  was  termed  the  line  of 
exclusion),  and  the  flame  was  perpetually  fed  by  a 
current  of  fresh  atmospheric  air.     In  ArgamTfi 
lamp  a  current  of  fresh  air  was  also  produced  by 
means  of  the  glass  chimney  placed  over  the  flame, 
but  this  was  inapplicable  to  the  purpose  of  lighting 
a  street,  since  if  placed  in  a  case  the  vitiated  air 
confined  in  the  case  would  again  come  into  contact 
with  the  flame,  and  the  combustion  would  in  con- 
sequence be  less  rapid.     Another  advantage  was, 
that  the  metallic  tube  of  the  patent  lamp  could  be 
brought  nearer  to  the  flame  than  the  glass  chimney 
of  ArgofuTf^  lamp,  and  in  consequence  the  draught 
was  more  rapid  and  the  return  of  the  vitiated  air. 
more  completely  excluded.    The  new  principle  in 
which  the  improvement  consisted  was  very  dearly 
exhibited  by  means  of  a  figure  representing  the  case 
called  the  line  of  exclusion,  and  die  admission  and 
eduction  pipes.     The  appUcation  of  the  principle 
was  also  exhibited  in  msaxy  descriptions  and  plates, 
chewing  how  the  improved  lamp  might  be  used  or* 
Bamentally  a&d  usefidly  in  lighting  not  cmly  streets 

10  but 
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but  churches,  theatres,  &c.  of  which  various  appli-       181^« 
cations  the  patentee  in  his  specification  claimed  the  Lord  Coch- 
benefit.  rake 


It  clearly  appeared  from  the  plaintiflfs  evidence, 
that  the  use  of  the  eduction-pipe  was  new  and  very 
useful ;  and  it  also  appeared  that  the  defendant}  to 
whom  Lord  Cochrane  had  confided  his  secret,  and 
whom  he  had  employed  as  being  a  skilful  artist  in 
making  lamps  for  the  purpose  of  experiment,  h^ 
availed  himself  of  the  invention. 

The  following  objections  were  made  to  the  patent 
and  specification : 

1.  That  the  patent  was  too  large  and  indefinite 
in  its  terms,  being  for  an  improved  mode  of  li^htr 
ing,  &c.  without  taking  any  notice  of  any  improve? 
ment  of  any  lamp,  &c. 

S.  That  the  specification  was  larger  in  its  terms 
than  the  patent,  the  latter  being  for  an  improved 
mode  of  lighting  cities,  towns,  gnd  villages,  the 
former  claiming  the  benefit  of  its  application  to 
lighting  churches,  theatres,  &c. 

3.  That  the  patentee  had  not  sufiiciently  defined 
what  he  meant  by  the  line  of  exclusion. 

4.  That  it  had  not  been  specified  that  the  out- 
ward air  should  be  excluded  from  the  case,  except 
as  to  the  portion  which  was  conveyed  through  the 
admission  pipe,  in  order  to  feed  the  lamp. 

5.  That  upon  the  evidence  it  appeared,  that  the 
improvement  rested  entirely  upon  the  combination 
of  parts  known  before,  but  in  the  specification  the 

p  4  plaintifi 


V. 

Smsthurst. 
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# 
1 

1816.      plaintiflF  claimed  the  benefit  of  each  part  separately. 

Lord  CocH-   ^'^^*  ^'  '^^  admission-pipe ;  2.  The  eduction-pipe ; 

RANB       3.  The  line  of  exclusion  ;  4.  The  mode  of  raising 

Smithumt.  *^®  burner,  without  stating  a  claim  for  the  whole 

together. 

Le  Blanc,  J. — I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  patent 
cannot  be  sustained.  The  plaintiff  has  obtained 
his  patent  not  for  an  improved  street-lamp,  but  for 
an  improved  method  of  lighting  cities,  towns,  and 
villages ;  but  from  the  specification  it  appears,  that 
the  invention  consists  in  the  improvement  of  an  old 
Street4amp,  by  a  new  combination  of  parts  known 
before.  The  patent,  therefore,  is  too  general  in  its 
terms;  it  should  have  been  obtained  for  ian  im- 
proved street-lamp,  and  not  for  an  improved  mode 
of  b'ghting  cities,  towns,  and  villages. 

Plaintiff  nonsuited. 

The  Attomn/'General,  Toppingy  Richardson^  and 
Brotigkam^  for  the  plaintifi^ 

Marry  a  tt,  Gaselee^  and  Adolphus^  for  the  de- 
fendant. 

[Attornies,  Pike  and  Jibbott»\ 
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COURT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS. 


SITTINGS  IN  LONDON. 


Atkyks  V.  Baldwtm.  1816- 

T^HIS  was  an  action  on  a  special  undertaking  by  it  if  whhin 

the  defendant  to  reside  in  Spain,  and  to  dis-  *^  ^^nSicdoB 
charge  the  duties  of  a  commercial  agent  there,  ofmarhitn- 
Breach,  the  non-delivery  of  certain  vouchers  to  the  *?5'  *^  ^^T 

plaintiff.  differrtice  ire 

referred,  to  di- 

The  plaintiff,  it  appeared,  supplied  the  British  J^^^  J^ 
army  in  the  peninsula  with  provisions,  and  the  acted  uasent 
principal  object  of  the  action  was  to  procure  certain  ^^^  the  othcrm 

*  I  J  r  supplyuig  pfO" 

vouchers  to  be  verified  by  the  defendant,  without  vUionstothe 
which  the  accounts  of  the  plaintiff  could  not  be  -^'^'^"^  *"nr» 

.  ^  to  go  before 

passed.  the  commia* 

sary  and  ve- 

The  action  was  ultimately  referred,  GibbSy  C.  J.  ^  p«ticuiar 

•  •  ,  documentib 

mtimating  his  clear  opinion,  that  it  would  be  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  arbitrator  (to  whom  all  mat- 
ters in  difference  were  referred),  to  direct  that  the 
defendant  should  go  before  the  commissary,  and 
verify  the  vouchers  in  question. 

Vaughan  Serjt.  and  Giffbrd  for  the  plaintiff. 

Lens  Serjt  and  Tindal  for  the  defendant. 

See 
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1816.  See  the  case  of  Spigumell  v.    ous  words  (spoken  of  the  plaidtifi^) 

^'        V  '■'     ■  ^  Jen^i  X  Sid.  la.  where  two  out  of    before  the  Mayor  of  Taunton  was 

Atkyns  the  three  justices  were  of  opinion     good,  and  see  6  Mod.  %%i,  %  Lord 

V.  that  an  award  directing  the  defend-    Ray.  1039.  x  Salk.  76. 

Baldwyn.  ant  to  make  submission  for  slandei^ 


Birch  and  Another  v.  Depeyster. 
By  the  con-     TTHIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  brought  by  the 

tract  between      •■'      r»         -r    t      y  •  •     a  a\  l   •     i* 

thebwners  and  ownors  01  an  India  ship,  against  the  captaiq  for 
eaptein  of  an  the  amoiuit  of  freight  received  by  him.  By  tbe 
jjrtteristore-^  Contract  between  the  parties,  the  defendant  was  t9 
ceive  a  certain  receive  a  Stipulated  sum  in  lieu  of  privilege  aii4 
kla^ir^  *H.  P^^^^^*  The  freight  claimed  had  been  earned  in 
wiegt  and  pri-  respcct  of  goods  carried  in  the  pabin,  and  die  prioci- 
^^nmitmht^'  pal  question  was,  whether  the  terms  of  the  contract 
tw«en  the  excludcd  all  right  on  the  part  of  the  c^tain  to  uwf 
0*^0  A^'    *^  cabin  for  the  carriage  of  goods  on  his  owi^  m> 

tract  18  evi.        COUnt* 

dencet^^iew 

in  What  sense 

they  intended  On  the  part  of  the  defendant  it  was  proposed  to 
!lr]wM^^^  give  in  evidence  a  conversation  between  the  parties 

before  the  agreement  was  entered  into,  in  the  course 
of  which  it  had  been  expressly  stated  by  the  plain- 
tiffs, that  the  defeuidant  was  to  have  the  use  of  the 
€abia  entirely  to  himself. 

For  the  pl^nti£&  it  was  cpAteodedt  that  no  evi- 
dence was  admissible  by  way  of  explanation,  except 
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as  to  the  general  meaning  of  the  term  privilege  in       1816. 
mercantile  understanding.  Bmoi 

and  Another 

GiBBs,  C.J. — The  distinction  which  you  take  ^^  •• 
is,  that  evidence  may  be  received  to  shew  what  the 
mercantile  part  of  the  nation  mean  by  the  term 
privilege,  just  as  you  would  look  into  a  diction- 
ary in  order  to  ascertain  the  meaning  of  a  word, 
and  that  it  must  then  be  taken  to  have  been  used 
by  the  parties  in  its  mercantile  and  established 
sense.  But  I  think  that  the  word  privilege  is 
of  so  indeterminate  a  signification,  that  I  must  re- 
ceive this  evidence.  It  is  certainly  evidence,  and 
in  the  way  in  which  it  is  offered  falls  within  the 
general  current  of  mercantile  understanding,  since 
they  had  previous  to  the  agreement  a  conversation 
on  the  subject  of  privilege ;  to  this  extent  it  is  evi- 
dence if  not  further,  and  if  the  term  has  been  used 
in  different  trades  in  different  ways,  the  convers- 
ation is  evidence  to  shew  in  which  sense  it  was  used 
on  the  present  occasion. 

The  conversation  was  then  admitted,  and  being 
to  the  effect  stated  was  held  to  be  decisive  of  the 
case. 

Verdict  for  the  defendant. 

Lens  and  Bes$^  Seijts.  and  Campbell  for  the 
plaintiff 

Shepherd  Serjt.  and  Tadd^  Jfisr  tfa«  defendimt 

Sm 
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1816.  See  Siiu  and  Another  v.  The  Jggulden  r.  Abf,  7  EatU  jsj* 

^          ^          ^  ^^»/  /Wia  Company)  Burr.  X2x6.  9  Vet.  Jun«  315.  R.  ▼•  The  /jr&0» 

Birch  Sjerj  v.  BridgCf  Doug.  509.  Cboi^  bitants  iff  Laindoth  8  T.  R*  379. 

and  Another  ▼•  Soo/i&y  Cowp.  8x9.'  Withnall  v.  and  see  %  ETans'i  Fbthier}  p.  toj* 

9,  Gartbanh  6  T.  R.  388.  Baynbam  et  sequen. 

Dbpitstxr.  v.  Gu/s  Hospitalf  3  Vet.  Jun.  195. 


Saturday,  "  LeVY  t;.  COSTEETON. 

February  24. 

Under  a  cove-  'J^HIS  was  an  action  of  covenant  on  a  charter 
^^^'  party  of  affreightment  on  a  voyage  to  CagUari^ 
the  ship  shall  and  home  again,  by  which  the  defendant  cove- 
Jl^^*^^^^  nanted  that  the  vessel  should  be  tight,  staunch, 
thing  needful  and  provided  with  every  thing  needful  and  neces- 
and  necessary    ^^   ^^^  ^^  voyage :  —  Breach,  that  the  defendant 

for  the  voyage,         •'  •    o  »  ^ 

the  owner  is  had  uot  provided  a  bill  of  health,  which  was  averred 
b<mnd  to  pro-  ^  \^^  neccssarv  for  the  voyage,  and  that  in  conse- 

vidc  the  proper  •'  •    o  ' 

documents  as  queucc  of  the  omissiou,  great  delay  had  been  oc- 
^»°«^  casioned  in  the  delivery  of  the  outward-bound 
ship  itself.        c&i'gOy  and  considerable  profits  had  been  lost. 

And  is  there* 

pwidc*a  bill        -^^^'  Scijt.,  for  the  defendant  contended  (inter 

of  health,  if  it    aUa\ 

the  perform-  ^^t.  That  uo  documcuts  wcrc  included  in  the 
ance  of  the       terms  of  the  covenant,  and  that 

iroyage,  within 

a  reasonable  ^dly.  Supposing  that  the  terms  of  the  covenant 
^e,  within  included  documents,  they  did  not  extend  to  a  bill 
the  parties.       ^^  health,  which  was  not  a  document  required  by 

the  general  law  of  states. 

12  But 
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But  GiBBs  C.J.  was  of  opinion  that  the  words       1816. 
in  fair  construction,  were  not  to  be  confined  to       j^ 
such  things  as  should  be  necessary  for  the  ship  v. 

itself,  but  that  they  comprehended  every  thing  ne-  Costbrtoit. 
cessary  for  the  voyage ;  and  upon  the  second  point 
his  Lordship  was  of  opinion,  that  a  bill  of  health  was 
to  be  considered  as  a  necessary  document,  since 
it  was  essential  to  the  performance  of  the  voyage, 
according  to  the  intention  of  the  parties  within  a 
reasonable  time. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

LenSj  Copley  and  Vaughan^  Seijts.  for  the  plain- 
tiff: 

Best  Serjt.  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornicfl,  Wadaon  t^  Co.  and  Nelson J^ 


Ste  Abbott  en  Shipping,  %  Ed.  p.  228. 


«4 
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In  an  action 
against  the 
owner  of  a 
•hip,  for  the 
negligence  of 
his  pilots  who 
was  employed 
both  by  the 
owner  and  by 
the  captain, 
the  pilot  u  a 
competent 
witness  for  the 
defendant 
though  he  has 
been  released 
by  him  alone, 
•nd  not  by  the 
•aptain. 


Aldrich  V.  Simmons. 

(^ASE  against  the  owner  of  a  vessel  for  the  n^- 
ligence   of  his  pilot,  whereby  the  plaintiff's 
vessel  was  damaged. 

The  pilot,  who  was  called  as  a  witness  for  the 
defendant,  stated,  that  he  had  been  employed  both 
by  the  defendant  and  the  captain ;  and  that  he 
had  been  released  by  the  defendant  only. 

For  the  plaintiff  it  was  objected,  that  the  wit- 
ness was  incompetent  without  a  release  from  the 
captain  also. 

But  GiBBs,  C.  J.  held,  that  he  was  competent 
without  such  a  release,  since  the  captain  could  not 
be  responsible  to  the  owner  for  the  misconduct  of 
the  pilot. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 
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IN  THE  KING^S  BENCH. 


GUILDHALL. 


1816. 

Walton  v.  Hastings.  Monday, 

February  a6. 

' TpHIS  was  aft  action  of  asitompsit  by  the  payee  a.  bong  in^ 

against  thfe  acceptor  of  a  biU  of  a  exchange,  d»^rbmof 
"dMed  10th  of  Jidy^  for  the  pa3mient  of  50/.  two  exchange  up<m 
months  after  date.    It  appeared  that  Brookes  the  S'  p*^**^^  *? 

,,'*■*•  JS«  two  montht 

drawer,  and  the  plaintiff,  had  had  dealings  together,  after  date,  and 
jn  the  course  of  which  it  was  stipulated,  that  the  "p*^"*  p^ 
plaintiff  was  to  have  the  defendant's  acceptance  in  the  bui  by  B. 
payment,  and  accoirdingly  Brookes  drew  the  above  *<>  c.  for  ac- 
Wll,  bearing  date  the  5th  Juh/^  and  delivered  it  to  the  ^l^e  unaltered 
payee.    On  the  presentment  by  the  payee  to  the  at  the  instance 
ddfendant  for  acceptance,  the  latter  wished  the  ^yc^^^l^- 
date  to  be  altered  to  the  10th  of  Jub/,  and  it  was  cation  with  a. 
altered  accordingly,  without  any  communication  :;^^;^"^^ 

With  the  drawer.  C.  on  his  ac- 

ceptance for 
want  of  a  new 

Lord  Ellenborough.-^How  can  you  recover  «tamp. 
on  this  bill  without  a  violation  of  the  stamp-act  ?      .^  ^tJdZ^^ ' 

tented  to  the 

Jervis^  for  the  plaintiff,  contended,  that  though  jfg^^^J^* 
the  bill  might  have  been  avoided  by  the  alteration  would  ttiu 
as  to  the  drawer,  it  was  good  as  against  the  ac-  ^^  ***^  °*' 

Lord 


as 
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1816.  Lord  Ellenborough. — The  payee  has  acquired 

y^  ^  an  absolute  interest  in  a  bill,  dated  on  the  5th,  and 

V.  then  the  alteration  is  made  without  any  communi- 
Hastings,  cation  to  the  drawer.  1  do  not  say  that  a  commu- 
nication to  the  drawer  would  have  been  available. 
I  do  not  know  that  a  bill  void  as  to  one  for  want  of 
stamp  can  be  good  as  to  the  other.  A  case  was 
tried  before  Mr.  J.  Le  Blanc^  sitting  here,  where 
it  was  held,  that  a  new  stamp  was  not  rendered 
necessary  by  the  alteration,  but  there^  the  bill 
was  in  jUri^  and  the  alteration  made  to  correct 
a.  mistake,  but  here  the  bill  was  delivered  to  the 
payee  in  the  course  of  payment,  there  was  no  mis- 
take ;  I  think  the  alteration  was  not  warranted^  and 
that  the  stamp  was  discharged. 

Plaintiff  nonsuited,  (a) 

Jervis  and  Espinasse  for  the  plaintiff. 


l^apping  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornics,  Sba^jue  and  Chester^] 


{a)  See  Kershanj  v.  Cqx%  3  Fsp. 
246.  above  alluded  to  by  Lord  Bl- 
lenboroughi  see  also  IVebber  v. 
Maddockiy  3  Cam;:b.  i.  Coie  v. 
Parkins,  13  East,  37^,  Robinson 
and  Others  v.  Touray,  t  Maule  & 
Selwyn,  217.  an  alteration  in  an 
immaterial  part  will  not  vitiate 
a  bill.  Trapp  v.  Spearman^ 
3  Esp.  R.  57.     Mar  son  v.  Petite 


1  Campb.  8a.  (n.)  aliter  if  altered 
in  a  material  point>  at  with  respect 
to  6ums»  dates>  &c»  Bowman  v* 
NicJboIU  I  E$p.  R.  81. 5  T.  R.  537. 
Card<ivell  v.  Martin^  i  Campb.  79. 
ib,  180.  b.  Bay  ley  cm  bills,  24. 
Master  v.   Miller^  4  T.  R.  320* 

2  H.  B.  141.  I  Anst.  225.  Long 
V.  Mooret  3  Esp.  155.  see  z  Taunt, 
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1816. 


Wood  v.  Brown*  Tue^Uy. 

Febnuu-y  %j, 

nPHIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  by  the  indor-  Evidence  of  & 
see  of  a  bill  of  exchange  against  the  drawer  ^^"^^^^ 

and  indorser.  indoner  of  aa 

Accdnmodi^ 

The  plaintifl^  in  lieu  of  the  usual  proof  of  notice  the  biirwui 
of  the  dishonour,  &c.  gave  in  evidence  a  letter  of  K^*^*^ 
the  defendant's,  in  which  he  stated,  that  he  was  icrm,  tu^- 
aa  accommodation  drawer,  and  that  the  bill  would  »^the  ne- 
be  paid  before  the  next  term.    On  the  question^  ^^IL  d^* 
whether  this  was  sufficient.  &oor  ^  ^^ 

bUland 

Lord  EiXENBORouGH  said,  the  defendant  does 
Hot  rely  upon  the  want  of  notice,  but  undertakes 
that  the  bill  will  be  paid  before  the  term  either  by 
himself  or  the  acceptor.     I  think  the  evidence  suf* 

fictCDt* 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 
Topping  and  Campbell  for  the  plaintifiC 
Nolan  for  the  defendant. 


See  Jmies  v.  Morgan^  %  CampK  474.     X1MI&  T.  Rt^UrtSofh  7  Eut, 


VOL.  I. 
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1816. 

ThuFKky,  WiGLEswoRTH  V.  White  and  his  Wife. 

February  ft9« 

The  crediton  ^SSUMPSIT  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  to  the 
dLiionJf''hu"         plaintifPs  wife,  whilst  she  was  sole. 

aisignment  of 

toid!^and^t»k  '^^^  delivery  of  the  goods  having  been  proved, 
dd)t8  to  a  the  defendants  proposed  to  prove,  that  the  plaintifl; 
^A  ^h-**  ^^^  other  creditors  of  Miss  Jones  (who  was  ^  millin- 
crediton,  agree  ^r),  before  her  marriage  with  the  defendant  While 
to  execute  pc-  entered  into  an  agreement  with  her  for  a  compost- 
at  thc^ro^my  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  debts,  in  these  terms :  "  At  a  meeting 
ihafl  realize  "  of  the  Creditors  of  —  Jones^  &c.  resolved,  that 
aaSir^This  "  ^^  Consideration  of  an  undertaking  by  her  to  as- 
agreement  on  <<  sign  the  whole  of  her  stock  in  trade  and  book 
wiito^  dL^*  "  debts,  &c.  to  a  trustee,  for  the  benefit  of  the  cre- 
not  suspend  *^ .  ditors,  wc  agree  to  accept  the  same  in  full  of  all 
thwrnghtof     <<  demands,  and  to  execute  releases  to  the  said 

action  against 

A,  although  ^*  -*—  JoTies^  as  soon  as  the  property  shall  realize 
they  have        u  the  sum  of  238/.**     This  agreement  was  proved, 

taken  security  "  *      . 

from  a  pur-  and  it  was  also  proposed  to  prove,  that  the  creditors 
chaser  of  the     had  permitted  a  Miss  Laxmie  to  take  possession  rf 

stock  in  trade,      i  i  t  *  •  /• 

for  the  sum  of  the  stock  upou  her  executing  a  warrant  of  attorney 
«23i«  to  confess  judgment  as  a  security  for  9SSU  the  pur- 

chase money. 

For  the  defendant  it  was  contended,  that  the 
agreement  operated  to  the  suspension  of  the  right 
of  action,  and  that  the  bringing  of  the  action  was 
a  fraud  on  the  oth^r  creditors,  and  that  at  all  events 


■\ 
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the  plaintiffs  could  not  recover  more  than  the  dif-       1816. 
ference  between  223/.  and  238/.  Wioles- 

WORTH 

But  Lord  Ellenbohough  was  of  opinion,  that  yr'^" 
although  if  it  could  have  been  shewn  that  the  whole  and  hit  Wife. 
of  the  stock  had  been  taken  by  the  creditors  in 
satisfaction  of  their  debts,  it  would  have  been  an 
answer  to  the  action  as  an  accord  and  satisfaction ; 
yet  that  it  was  impossible,  under  the  circumstances, 
to  consider  the  creditors  as  having  agreed  to  take 
less  than  238/.  in  satisfaction  of  their  debts.  And 
the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict  for  the  full  amount 

Topping  and  E.  Lowes  for  the  plaintiff. 
GarroWf  A.  G.  and  Comyn  for  the  defendants. 


Atkinson  v.  Lord  Braybrook. 


March  x. 


T^EBT  on  a  judgment  recovered  in  Jamaica.  The  plaintiff 

•*-^  JO  in  an  action 

of  debt  on  a 

Pvlkr  submitted,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  judgment  re- 
to  interest  from  the  time  of  the  judgment.  7Jmaie^u 

not  entitled 

But  Lord  Ellenborough  held,  that  the  debt  was  ^^J^^"^  *"* 
to  be  considered  as  a  simple  contract  debt ;  and 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  interest* 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 
Q  9  Puller 


terest. 


fSO  CASES  AT  NISI  PRIUS* 

1816.  PuUer  for  the  plaintiff 

A.TKINSON 

V.  Gaselee  for  the  defendant* 

Lord  Bbat- 

BRdOK. 


Same  dayw  DuNN  V.  BoDY. 

After  a  special  'J'HIS  was  an  action  of  indebitatus  assumpsit  for 
tw^l!  and         goods  sold  and  delivered,  and  money  paid. 

B.  for  the  pur- 

unfini^d    ^  ^^  ^^s  Stated,  for  the  plaintiff,  that  an  agreement 

houws  to  be  had  been  made,  according  to  which  he  was  to  de- 

?S^ol^M-  ^^^^^  cordage  to  the  amount  of  1200/.  as  the  consi- 

pence,  it  is  deration  for  six  unfinished  houses  to  be  finished  by 

iLAaUfi^  the  defendant ;  and  that  it  was  further  stipulated 

them,  and  that  at  a  subsequent  period,  that  the  houses  should  be 

®*  ^^^  finished  by  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  expences  of 

amount  of  the  the  completion  should  be  paid  by  the  defendant  to 

expences ;  A.  tjjg  plaintiff,  and  the  latter  now  claimed  the  amount 

cannot  recover       r»        i_ 

mgainit  B.  for   of  such  expences. 

•uch  expences 

mon  counu  in  ^^^  Lord  Ellenborough  held,  that  since  this 
indebiutui  was  part  of  the  agreement,  the  plaintiff  could  not 
^[^'^J^  ^    recover  without  the  aid  of  a  special  court. 

B«  a  quantity 

of  cordage  as  the  consideration  for  a  special  underuking  by  B.,  A.  is  not  precluded  by 

the  special  contract  from  recovering  under  the  common  counts  for  the  excess  of  cordage 

delivered  beyond  the  quantity  stipuhuedfor  as  the  consideration,  (provided  that  amount  be 

adjusted))  although  it  may  be  necessary  to  give  in  evidence  the  terms  of  the  special 

contract. 

The 
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The  plaintiff  also'daimed  for  an  excess  of  cordage  ^    l^l^- 
delivered  beyond  that  which  was  the  consideration 
for  the  houses. 

GarroWf  A.  G.  contended,  that  the  plaintiff 
could  not,  under  the  common  counts,  recover  for 
the  excess,  since,  in  order  to  ascertain  the  amount,  it 
would  be  necessary  to  enter  into  theHerms  of  the 
special  agreement. 

But  Lord  Ellenborouoh  was  of  opinion  that 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  as  for  goods  sold  and  de- 
livered, as  soon  as  the  quantity  exceeded  that  which 
had  been  stipulated  for,  and  to  make  the  comple* 
tion  of  the  agreement  the  stage  on  which  the  subse- 
quent claim  was  founded,  though  it  might  have 
been  otherwise  if  the  amount  to  be  delivered  under 
the  agreement  had  remained  unadjusted. 

The  plaintiff  was  afterwards  nonsuited. 

Topping  and  Marryatt  for  the  plaintiff 

GarroWf  A.  G.  for  the  defendant. 

([Attormcf,  King  and  Tomlinson  &  Cp.] 


4d 


S2S  CASES  AT  NISI  PRIUS, 


1816. 


Butler  v.  Allnutt. 


A  licence  b       A  SSUMPSIT  on  a  stipulation  in  a  policy  of  in- 

granted  to  A.      -^  ^  *  n     i 

and  B.  fvir  per-  surance  to  letum  four  pe?'  cent,  of  the  pre- 
mhting  vetseis  mium,  OH  the  Safe  arrival  of  the  vessel  in  the  port 
flag  uf  im^rt   ^^  LoudoTi  froHi  Bourdeaux. 

certain  spec!- 

kl^dtlr  '^^  ^^^^  *^^  legality  of  the  voyage,  the  plaintiff 
shew  the  lega-  gave  in  evidence  an  order  in  council  for  three 
Utyofthcvoy.  licences  to  Butler  and  another  by  name,  for  the 
lion  against  permitting  vessels  bearing  any  flag  to  import  cer- 
an  insurer,  it     tain  Specified  articles.     One  of  these  licences  had 

is  sufficient  to     -  ti..i         i«- 

shew  that  the    ^^^^  applied  to  the  ship  in  question. 

licence  has 

5^*PPJ^*^      Lcmes  for  the  defendant,  objected, 
voyage  in  ques-      Ist.     That  the  liccncc  was  to  B.  and  another 
tion,  without     ^y  name»    and  therefore  could  not  enure  to  the 
oectiiig  the      benefit  of  the  plaintiffs,  unless  further  connected  by 
plaintiff  with     evidence. 

A.  and  B.  to 

Hcencewas  ^"^  Lord  Ellenborough  held,  that  since  the 

granted.  licencc  was  in  respect  of  tlie  vessel,  and  had  been 

specified  in  "he  ^^  applied,  the  cargo  was  clearly  insurable. 

licence  be  im* 

ported  along         2dly.  That  sincc  the  licence  was  for  the  import- 

with  others^  .  #,  .^  .i  ^'iji-  /» 

which  arc        ation  01  specitic  articles,  not  including  cream  of 

specified,  {sem' 

hlfi)  the  licence  will  still  enure  to  the  protection  of  those  articles  which  are  specifiedc^— 
The  licence  having  been  deposited  in  the  custom-house  and  accidentally  destroyed,  k 
is  to  be  presumed  that  the  time  of  clearance  as  required  by  the  order  in  council,  was 
indorsed  upon  it,  upon  its  being  shewn  that  without  such  indorsement  the  custom-hiNise 
would  not  have  permitted  the  entry  to  have  been  made. 

tartar 
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tartar  and  antimony,  which  in  fact  formed  part  of  the  1816. 

cargo  insured,  the  introduction  of  these  articles  Butlbh  ' 
vacated  the  licence. 


Allnuttw 


Lord  Ellenborough.  t-  The  consequence  is, 
tJiat  such  articles  would  not  be  within  the  protec* 
tion  of  the  licence,  it  would  be  very  dangerous  if 
'the  introduction  of  a  single  article  not  specified  in 
tiie  order  were  to  vacate  the  licence  altogether,  (a) 

The  licence  itself  had  been  deposited  in  the 
<I!ustom-House,  and  burnt  in  the  conflagration 
^ere. 

.Lowes  objected,  that  it  had  not  been  proved,  that 
Ihe  time  of  the  clearance  had  been  indorsed  on 
the  licence  as  required  by  the  order  in  council  j 
i)ut  on  its  being  sworn  that  the  Custom- House 
i¥Ould  not  permit  an  entry  without  un  indorsement 
on  the  licence,  (which  was  proved  to  have  been 
deposited  in  the  Custom-House)  of  the  time  of 
clearance. 

Lord  Ellenborough  held,  that  the  proper  in- 
dorsement was  to  be  presumed. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiflll 

Barnwell  for  the  plaintiff. 

Lccwes  for  the  defendant* 

[  Attornies,  Blunt  &  Co.  and  Wilubire  &f  00.1 


{a)  See  Sbifftiir  v.  Gordon  Aid  Othen,  i»  East,  a^6.    Ense  rl 
Tb9mpi9nt  1  Taunt.  x»x.    KnuingtAiry.  Inglht  %  Eaitf  »7j. 

Q  4 


itt  CASES  AT  NISI  PRIUS, 


Hunter  v.  Welsh. 

If  the  agent  to  ^SSUMPSIT  for  not  accouiiting  for  goods  deli- 
whom  good!  vered  to  the  defendant,  to  be  sold  on  the  plain* 

signed  by  hilT"  t^s*  account  —  also  for  goods  sold  and  delivered, 
principal  for  and  money  had  and  received  to  the  plaintifis'  use. 
^UT  a  reaSion-  ^'  appeared  that  a  quantity  of  porter  had  been  con- 
abie  time  has    signed  to  the  defendant  for  sale. 

elapsed,  to  ac- 

hTs°to  bepre-'  J*  WtlUams  for  the  defendant,  insisted,  that  the 
•umed  that  the  plaintiff  was  precluded  by  his  bill  of  particulars 
^^  *"  *^  from  recovering,  since  it  purported  to  be  for  goods 
And  in  such  sold  and  delivered  to  the  defendant,  and  not  for 
Miticuiar  ^  goods  delivered  to  him,  and  for  which  he  had  re- 
futing the  de-  fuscd  to  accouut,  and  that  the  plaintiff  under  the 
mand  to  be      circumstanccs  could  not  recover  as  for  money  had 

fiCMr  the  goods,  *' 

(which  it  spe-  and  received,  no  proof  of  any  sale  by  the  defendant 
dfies,)  and  fc^  having  been  given. 

money  had  and  ^  ° 

received,  &c 

Is  sufficient.  The  bill  of  particulars  was  in  this  form : 

G.  W.  to  Wilson  and  Hunter j 
Tierces  of  Porter,  &c.  £ — 

and  it  also  contained  items  for  money  had  and 
received,  &c. 

Lord  Ellenborough. —  It  is  not  necessary  to 
prove  that  the  defendant  actually  received  the 
money,  in  order  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover 
for  money  had  and  received  to  his  use,  for  if  alter 
a  reasonable  time  has  elapsed,  the  defendant  does 

10  not 
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not  account  to  the  plaintilS^  it  may  be  presumed      iBie. 
that  he  has  received  money  for  the  goods,  or  the     Hoiitir 
plaintiff  may  proceed  against  him  for  not  account-         v. 
ing.    The  bill  of  particulars  merely  states  the  com-     Wimh. 
ponent  ingredients  of  the  debt,  and  is  I  think  ap- 
plicable to  any  of  the  counts  in  the  declaration. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Garrow  A.  G.  and  Pollock  for  the  plaintiff! 

J.  Williams  for  the  defendant. 

[Attoniie«i  Bryant  and  AtkimonJ^ 


Gibbon  and  Others  v.  Featherstonhaugh.       Saturday, 

March  a« 

(COVENANT  to  pay  the  amount  of  all  bills  to  be  in  an  action 
drawn  by  the  defendant  on  the  plaintiflS,  and  f°  \^rf^ 

J  -     "^  ,  *^  ^^  by  thedefendp 

accepted  by  them.  ant,  to  pay  the 

amount  of  all 

The  plaintiffs  produced  bills  of  exchange,  drawn  him  and^ 
by  the  defendant  on  the  plaintiffi.  ccpted  by  the 

plamtin,  it  it 
tuffidtnt  for 

Richardson  for  the  defendant,  insisted  that  it  the  latter  to 
was  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  go  farther,  and  bSJ^^^by 

prove  payment  of  such  bills.  the  defendant, 

going 


on  to  prove 

But  Lord  Ellenborouoh  held  it  to  be  sufficient  payment  of 
that  the  bills  were  drawn  by  the  defendant  upon  the  <>^  <#* 

plaintifis^ 
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V*i 


1816*      plainiiiSsi  and  had  come  out  of  the  hands  of  the- 


"^'^ latter. 


and  Othert  Verdict  foF  the  plaintiffi. 


Feather- 

8T0MHAUGH. 


The  Attorney  General  and  Toddy  for  the  plain- 
tiflTs. 

Richardson  for  the  defendant. 

[Attorniety  Tjrrelland  CJbifcha^e*'] 


Monday,  DiCKSON  V.  LoDGE. 

March  4* 

In  an  action  on  ^SSUMPSIT  on  a  policy  of  insurance  on  a  cargo 
goods^hcbiii  of  linen,  deals,  &c.  on  board  the  Cuba^  on  a 

of  lading  lign-   vovage  froHi  Gottcnburgh  to  the  Havannah  in  1813. 

ed  by  the  cap- 

dence  to  prove      The  plaintiff  had  admitted  that  he  had  effected 
the  piaintiTs    insurances  on  the  cargo,  to  the  amount  of  17,000/L 

interest  in  the 
goods* 

An  aUegation  In  Order  to  shcw  that  the  goods  insured  were 
2^b2i£^  shipped  on  board  the  Ctdnz  on  the  plaintiff's  ac- 
ed  for  the        couut,  the  bill  of  lading  was  tendered  in  evidence. 

phintiffs  by 

hs^iifil^by        l^rd  Ellenborough  rejected  it  as  being  no- 
i^oof  that  it     thing  more  than  the  declaration  of  the  captain.  -— 

was  effected  by 

the  firm  A  and  i   •     •/»•    t_  11 

B.  there  being       The  plamtuf  then  proved,  that  some  deals  and 
fri^  hi\     ^^^^^  ^     ^^^  P^*  ^^  board,  but  was  not  prepared 

luiTe  two  ifttinbcfi  in  oonunon.  ■   . 

to 
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to  shew  the  amount,  and  it  was  admitted  that  this       1B16. 
would  entitle  him  to  nominal  damages.  Dicmok 


The  plaintiff  having  closed  his  case  : 

Garrow  A.  G.  for  the  defendant,  objected,  that 
it  had  not  been  proved  as  alleged,  both  in  the 
policy  and  in  the  declaration  ;  that  the  policy  had 
l>een  effected  by  Grat/y  Wilson^  and  Co.    as  the 
agents  of  the  plaintiff^  and  that  the  plaintiff  having 
now  closed  his  case,  was  precluded  from  going  into 
further  evidence ;  but  upon  its  appearing  that  the 
defendant  had  agreed  to  admit  the  subscription 
to  the  policy,  Lord  EUenborough  permitted  the 
plaintiff  to  go  into  further  evidence.     It  then  ap- 
peared that  directions  having  been  given  to  Gray, 
Wilson^  and  Co.  a  London  house,  to  effect  the 
policy,  it  had  been  effected  by  the  Liverpool  house 
of  Gray  and  Co.^  which  consisted  of  the  same  com- 
ponent members  with  the  London  house  omitting 
one. 

Lord  Ellenborough  held,  that  if  the  two  houses 
had  had  one  member  only  in  common,  the  policy 
would  have  been  properly  effected. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff* 

« 

Scarlett  and  J.  Parke  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  Attorney-General  and  Richardson  for  the 
defendant 

[Attonucf,  Atkitutm  and  Adlmpon."^ 


LODOI* 
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1816. 

Taet^79  Ramsbotham  and  Others  v.  Cator. 

March  5* 

AbOideiiymd  ^HIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  by  the  indorsees 
by  the  defend-        against  the  indorser  of  seven  bills  of  exchange. 

partners  for 

the  purpoie  of  The  principal  question  arose  on  a  bill  for  JSOL 
ei^cr  the***"  which  had  been  delivered  by  the  defendant  to  J.  W. 
bankruptcy  of  HcTvey  and  M.  B.  Hervetfj  who  were  in  partner- 
^"  "rt^^  ship  as  bankers,  in  order  to  get  it  discounted.  /. 
other  partner  W.  Hervejf  and  M.  B.  Hervey  kept  an  account 
to  the  piam.     ^j^j^  ^^  plaintiflS,  who  were  bankers  in  Londofu 

tiflwy  to  whom  *  '  ^ 

they  are  largely  and  on  the  $3d  oi  May  this  bill  was  delivered  to 
i»dd)ted^for  ^  the  plaintiffs  by  J.  W.  Heroey,  the  son  of  M.  B. 
wheStr  the  *  Hervcy^  and  was  carried  to  the  credit  of  Heroeif 
plaintiffs  under  ^jjtrf  Qq^  At  this  period  the  plaintifis  were  consi- 
8tww  wiTcn-  derably  in  credence  to  Hervey  and  Co.  but  continued 
titled  to  re-  to  make  advances  on  their  account  up  to  the  24th 
•^-  of  Jim^. 

J.  W.  Hervey  had  committed  an  act  of  bank* 
ruptcy  on  the  17th  of  May^  on  which  a  separate 
commission  was  sued  out  against  him  in  the  same 
month,  ikf.  B.  Hervey  committed  an  act  of 
bankruptcy  on  the  SSd  of  Jeme,  and  a  joint  commis- 
sion was  sued  out  on  the  8th  of  Jubf. 

For  the  defendant  it  was  contended,  that  inas- 
much as  the  bankruptcy  of  J.  W.  Hervey  took 
place  on  the  17th  of  May^  it  was  not  competent  ib 
M.  B.  Hervey  to  transfer  the  bill  (which  had  been 

delivered 
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IBIB. 


RamsbO- 


delivered  to  the  partners  on  t 
plaintiffi  on  the  23d  of  May. 


For  the  plaintiffi  it  was  contended^  that  since  "^  ^^^^^ 
the  bill  had  been  delivered  to  Hervet/  and  Co.  upon 
a  specific  trust,  neither  they  nor  their  assignees 
could  have  maintained  an  action  on  the  biU,  and 
therefore  that  since  no  claim  on  the  part  of  the  as- 
signees intervened  to  prevent  a  transfer  to  the 
plaintiffs,  an  indorsement  after  the  bankruptcy  of 
J^.  W.  Hervejfi  was  sufficient  to  transfer  the  inte- 
Test,  The  cases  of  Arden  v.  JVatkmSy  S  East,  317. 
and  ff'ilUs  V.  Freeman^  12  East,  656,  were  cited  in 
illustration  of  the  principle  insisted  on,  viz.  that 
where  no  interest  in  the  instrument  passes  to  the 
assignees,  a  legal  interest  is  transferred  by  a  party 
who  indorses  it  after  bankruptcy.  The  case  of  Rams'- 
hoUum  v.  Lowes  («)  was  also  cited  to  shew  that  a  sol- 
vit party  was  competent  to  assign  property  after 
tile  bankruptcy  of  other  parties. 

Lord  Ellenborough. — So  far  I  agree  with  the 
counsel  for  the  plaintifi^  that  no  interest  could  pass 
to  the  assignees^  the  questicHi  is,  whether  a  party, 
without  a  knowledge  of  the  trust,  has  acquired  in** 
terest  beyond  that  of  the  trustee  ?  I  will  allow  the 
plaintiffi  to  recover,  reservix^  a  liberty  to  the  de^ 
fendant  to  move  the  pmnt.  (Jb) , 

Verdict  for  the  plaintifis,  subject  to  a  motion  as 
to  the  bill  for  750/. 


[a)  I  Camp.  a79. 


(h^  The  case  was  not  moyed. 


The 


sso 
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1816.  The  Attomey-Generaly  Marryatt,  and  Curwoo^ 

'  Rambo-    ^or  the  plaintifS. 


THAM 

and  Others 
Catos. 


Topping  and  Richardson  for  the  defendant* 

[Attoraiciy  Walt9n  aad  fTtiiu  &*  C^.] 


Mitchell  and  Another  v.  Glennie  and  Others* 


The  owner  of    A  SSUMPSIT  for  stores  and  necessaries  furnished 
l^J^Jl         for  the  defendants'  vessel. 

necessaries 

I 

Ac  order  of         ^^  Jonuaty  1813,  the  defendants  dispatched  the 
the  supercargo,  gan  Nicoloi  on  a  voyage  to  Pensacoloy  with  a  super- 
cargo on  board,  who  was  instructed  to  do  his  best 
for  the  safety  of  the  ship. 


after  the  de- 
tention and 
liberation  of 
the  vessel  by  a 
foreign  power, 
although  the 
supplies  are 
afiorded  after 
an  abandon- 
ment by  the 
owner  to  the 
underwriters. 


On  the  return  of  the  vessel  from  Pensacola  she 
was  captured  by  an  American  vessel,  and  carried 
into  St.  Mary^Sy  Georgia.  The  supercargo,  by  the 
advice  of  those  to  whom  the  defendants  had  referred 
him,  appUed  to  the  plaintifis  ibr  their  assistance  in 
And  although   procuring  the  liberation  of  the  vessel. 

the  supplies        * 

are  furnished 

for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  vessel  to  prosecute  a  second  voyage,  in  the  prosecution  of 

which  she  is  seized  by  British  officers  and  confiscated,  yet  the  institution  of  proceedings 

in  the  Admiralty  Court  by  the  defendant  to  recover  possession  of  the  vessel,  amounts 

lo  an  adoption  of  the  second  voyage,  and  renders  him  liable  for  the  amount. 

9  •  The 
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The  cargo  was  confiscated,  but  the  vessel  was       l^^^* 
directed  to  be  released.     An  appeal  having  been    MixcHsiJr 
entered  against  the  release,  the  plaint^fi^  procured  and  Another 
the  ship  to  be  liberated  on  bail,  and  afterwards  fur-     Glu4nu 
nished  her.  with  all  necessaries,  and  also  procured   and  Others, 
a  valuable  freight.     She  afterwards  proceeded  to 
Bermudas^  where  she  was  seized  by  British  officers, 
and  condemned. 

GarroWf  A.  G.  for  the  defendants,  contended, 
that  since  the  defendants,  afler  notice  of  the  cap* 
ture  had  abandoned  to  the  underwriters,  they  were 
not  liable  for  any  supplies  subsequent  to  the  aban- 
donment, and  that  the  sum  which  had  been  paid 
into  coiut  was  sufficient  to  cover  the  amount  of 
the  supplies  antecedent  to  the  abandonment. 

But  Lord  Ellenbououoh  was  of  opinion,  that 
whatever  claim  might  be  made  by  the  defendants 
upon  the  insurers,  with  respect  to  the  plaintiffi,  the 
defendants,  when  the  ship  was  liberated,  were  liable 
just  as  they  were  before  the  detention,  and  were 
therefore  bound  by  the  act  of  their  supercargo, 
who  had  authority  from  them  to  do  his  best  for  the 
ship. 

The  Attorney-General  then  contended,  that  at     ' 
all  events  the  plaintifls  were  not  entitled  to  recover 
for  the  supplies  to  enable  the  ship  to  proceed  on  a 
second  voyage,  which,  from  the  subsequent  confis* 
cation,  appeared  to  have  been  illegal. 

Lord 
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1S16.  Lord  Ellekborouor.  *^That  certainly  may  be 

MitcHBit    ^  material  dividing  point.    Tlie  authority  ddeg^ 

and  Another  ed  by  the  owners  only  extended  to  the  doing  of 

Olwwk«    *^^^  which  could  legally  be  done,  and  they  are  not 

ind  Otfaen.  bound  by  the  illegal  acts  of  their  agents. 

It  afterwards  appeared,  that  the  defendants  bad 
instituted  proceedings  in  the  admiralty  court  to  re- 
cover possession  of  the  vessel. 

Lord  Ellekborouoh  held,  that  this  amounted 
to  an  adoption  of  the  second  voyage,  and  made  the 
defendants  liable  down  to  the  last  moment. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiffiu 

Topping  and  Joj/  for  the  plaintiffs. 

GiOTOW^  A.  6.  and  Marry att  for  the  defendants. 

[Attonuesy  EIIU  and  Druc^,^ 


See  Abbott f  part.  ft.  c.  3. 
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Campbell  and  Another,  Assignees  of  Mullett         ^^^» 
antb  Others  v.  Hassel  and  Others.  ^ 

A  SSUMPSIT  for  the  price  of  a  quantity  of  skins  A  payment  by 
sold  by  the  bankrupts  to  the  defendants.  g^lo tif 

broker  it  good* 

The  contract  had  been  made  by  Taylor  and  Co.  ^^1^^^^ 
as  the  brokers  for  both  parties,  on  the  19tli  of  Octo-  be  not  du- 
her  1813,  to  be  paid  for  by  bill  at  four  months,  ^J!i*^ 
two  and  a  half  discount  for  ready  money,  prompt  vendee  knows 
in  fourteen  days.  ^  V^*  ^~^* 

•^  •ellf  for  some 

unknown  pria* 

It  appeared,  that  the  defendants  knew  that  the  "^•. 
skins  had  been  sold  by  Taylor  and  Co.  as  brokers,  no  diiference  in 
for  the  vendors,  but  that  the  name  of  the  principals  ""^^  c*^> 
had  not  been  disclosed  to  them.  ^^  y^^^„  ^ti 

under  a  del 

The  defence  was,  that  the  defendants  had  paid  mission. 
Taylor  and  Co.  .^"^ »  payment 

in  such  case 
would  not  be 

The  plaintiffs  contended,  that  such  a  payment  good,  if  it  vip 
could  not  avail  the  defendants,  since  they  knew  oririwaTerot 
that  Taylor  and  Co.  acted  as  brokers  only.  of  the  contract. 

And  evidence 
of  a  custom  . 

Lord  Ellenborough. — There  was  no  disclosure  ^^  ^  *f^,** 

-,  not  admissible. 

of  any  absolute  proprietor;  in  the  late  case  of     And  the 

terms  being  a 
bill  at  four  months,  two  and  a  half  diKount  for  ready  money,  prompt  in  fourteen  days,  a 
payment  by  bill  at  two  months,  deducting  one  and  a  half  discount  Ss  no  payment  at 
against  the  principal,  although  he  makes  no  demand  till  after  the  expiration  of  the  timt 
of  credit. 

VOL.  I.  ft  Morris 
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1816.  Morris  v.  Cleseby  (ja)j  in  which  all  the  previous  au* 
^Campbell'  thorities  were  considered,  we  held,  that  till  the  prin- 
and  Another  cipal  appears  the  broker  is  to  be  regarded  as  the 
Awigneet&c.  proprietor. 

Hasssl 

andOthcri.       Gumey.  —  In  the  case  of  Morris  y.  Cleseby, 
the  broker  acted  under  a  del  credere  commission. 

Lord  Ellenborough. — We  held,  that  that  cir- 
oumstance  made  no  difierence  whatsoever. 

It  afterwards  appeared,  that  the  defendants  had 
paid  Taylor  and  Co.  by  abill  at  two  months,  deducting 
one  and  a  half  discount ;  this  had  been  received  by 
Ttfytoranrf  Co.  without  any  authority  from  their  prin- 
cipals to  alter  the  terms  of  the  original  contract ;  but 
it  was  proposed  to  prove,  that  by  the  usage  of  the 
trade  a  bill  at  two  months,  with  a  deduction  of  one 
and  a  half  discount,  might  be  substituted  for  the 
original  terms  of  two  and  a  half  discount  for  ready 
money,  or  a  bill  at  four  months. 

But  Lord  Ellenborough  peremptorily  refused 
to  hear  any  evidence  to  this  effect,  observing,  that 
it  would  be  productive  of  intolerable  mischief  to 
permit  brokers  to  deviate  from  tlie  original  terms  of 
the  contracts. 

Scarlett^  for  the  defendants,  then  contended,  that 
since  the  principals,  who  did  not  receive  prompt 

U)  HiL  i8z6. 

payment^ 
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payment,  made  no  demand  of  ^  bill  at  four  months       ^^» 
at  the  expiration  of  the  prompt,  but  since,  on  the    Campbell 
contrary,  no  demand  had  been  made  upon  the  de-  and  Another 
fendants  till  the  3d  of  March  (when  the  time  of  -^^•^g^**- 
credit  expired),  they  must  be  taken  to  have  autho-      Hassbl 
rised  the  broker  to  receive  payment.  Omnm 

Lord  ELLENBOROueH. — They  omitted  to  do  what 
they  might  have  done ;  but  they  have  not  autho- 
rized the  broker  to  do  a  tertium  quid ;  the  broker 
has  received  no  payment  under  the  terms  of  the 
contract,  but  has  received  a  substitute  without  au* 
thority ;  and  it  appears  that  a  demand  was  made 
at  the  time  when  the  bill  would  have  become  due. 
The  payment  has  not  been  so  made  as  to  be  avail- 
able against  the  assignees. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff 

GarroWj  A.  G.  Marryatty  and  Gumey^  for  the 
plaintiffs. 

Scarlett  for  the  defendants. 

[Attomiesi  Swain  ^  Co»  and  Lamberts  J^ 
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See  Kymer  y«  Suwercrofpf  i  Camp.  zo9.  iSo. 
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1816. 

Wedne&cUyy 
March  6. 


BoYsoN  V.  Wilson- 


In  M  action       A  CTION  against  the  charterer  of  a  vessel  on  a 


against  the 
owner  of  a 
chartered  vea- 
tel  for  negli- 
gencet  in  con- 
sequence of 
which  the 
plaintiff's  goods 
were  lost»  the 
non-arrival  of 
the  vessel  at 
her  destined 
port,  is  not 
even  prima 
facie  evidence 
of  negligence* 


voyage  to  Senegal  and  Goree^  for  negligence, 
in  CQnsequence  of  which  the  plaintifPs  goods  on 
board  the  chartered  vessel  were  lost. 

The  plaintiff,  in  proof  of  the  negligence,  first  re- 
lied upon  evidence  of  the  non-arrivd  of  tlie  vessel 
at  her  destined  port. 

But  Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that 
this  was  not  sufficient  to  induce  a  presumption  of 
negligence,  it  rather  tended  to  prove  a  loss  by 
perils  of  the  seas. 

The  plaintiff  was  afterwards  nonsuited. 

The  Attometf'General  and  Richardson  for  the 
plaintiff. 

Topping  for  the  defendant 


[Attomies,  JUardon  Iff  Co,  and  Cro<ivder  ^  Co*'} 
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Nelson  v.  Macintosh.  1816. , 

QASE  for  so  negligently  carrying  the  plaintifTs  The  captain  of 

box,  containing  doubloons,  dollars,  and  other  *^  "^^  "f^^ 
valuables,  that  the  box  and  its  contents  were  lost ;  ^oodt  of  ano- 
the  declaration  also  contained  a  count  in  trover.       ^«^»  though 

not  for  hire, 
is  bound  to 

The  plaintiff  came  on  board  the  Arundel^  of  ^^  ^I^^ 

*  ,  ,        careof  taem* 

which  the  defendant  was  captain,  at  Trinidad,  with  And  if  he  in- 
intent  to  work  his  passas^e  home,  but  beinir  casii-  *f™™^«  ^ 

1  r        .  ,  1  ^      the  chest  of  a 

ally  on  shore  at  the  time  when  the  convoy  made  seaman,  who 
signal  for  sailing,  was  left  behind.     The  plaintiff's  ^  bera  ca- 
box  was  stowed  along  with  others  on  the  ^quarter-  ^^^ht  is 
deck,  and  soon  after  the  departure  of  the  vessel  was  hound  to  re- 
opened by  the  defendant,  upon  a  suggestion  that  it  f^^  ^^^  ^f 
might  contain  contraband  goods.     The  box  was  security,  par- 
fastened  with  a  lock,  and  the  lid  was  also  nailed  ^ontenu  be   * 
down;   as  soon  as  the  contents  had  been  ascer-  valuable. 
tained  the  lid  was  replaced  and  nailed  dowa  again 
with  two  large  nails.     Towards  the  termination  of 
the  voyage,  the  captain  again  opened  the  trunk  in 
the  presence  of  several  passengers,  and  the  contents 
having  been  put  into  a  canvas  bag  were  deposited 
in  the  captain's  chest  in  the  cabin,  in  which  his  own 
valuables  were  usually  kept.     When  the  vessel  ar- 
rived  at  Gravesend,  a  river  pilot  was  taken  on  board, 
and  the  captain  and  one  mate  left  the  vessel,  ano- 
ther mate  remaining  on  board ;   an  excise  officer 
was  also  on  board,  and  two  young  men  belonging 

R  S  to 
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1816.  to  the  vessel  were  allowed  to  sleep  in  the  cabin* 

Nelson  ^"  '^®  ^^^^  morning  the  captain's  trunk  contain- 

V.  ing  the  valuables  was  missing,  and  was  not  after* 

MaCi»*o«h.  wards  discovered. 

The  defendant  adduced  Evidence  tefiding  t6 
shew,  that  the  property  had  been  stolen  by  persons 
unconnected  with  the  vessel. 

Lord  Ellenborough,  in  his  address  to  the  jury, 

sltid,  Evfclry  pel^dn  who  delivers  goods  to  another  to 

b6  (^aktied  for  hife  has  a  right  to  the  utmost  cafe  $ 

th^  Carrier  l^tands  in  the  situation  of  an  insurer,  ailid 

h  liable  fov  all  looses  except  those  which  are  occa^ 

SiOttted  by  the  act  of  God  or  of  the  king's  enemtM» 

attd  wherfe  a  person  does  not  Carry  for  hire,  he  ii 

bbtiikd  to  take  proper  and  prudent  care  of  that  which 

is  cbttiitiittfed  to  him.     Such  would  have  been  the 

situation  of  the  parties  if  iio  alteration  had  beett 

Biiade  iti  the  state  of  the  box,  but  when  the  captaiti, 

frofft  motives  of  prudence  opened  the  box,  he  WM 

bound  to  intermeddle  st)  as  to  replace  it  in  its  fot^ 

ffier  state  6f  security,  and  to  restore  all  the  guards 

With  >0^hich  it  had  before  been  protected.     In  thii$ 

Ctee  thfe  defendant  by  his  conduct  exposed  the  pnv 

p6fty  to  peril  and  risk,  and  the  value  of  the  property 

ittiposed  upon  him  an  enhanced  duty  of  vigilamre, 

that  his  Acts  might  tiot  opefate  to  the  prejudice  of 

thfe  pWty.    When  he  had  ascertained  the  valuable 

n'atOrfe  of  thfe  property  it  was  a  duty  imperative 

iXpoh  him  tb  restorfe  it  to  at  least  its  former  degree 

ef  Itettilily.    Now  what  was  done  in  this  case  ?  as 

I I  they 
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they  approached  the  land,  the  property  was  taken       1816. 
out  of  the  box  and  put  into  a  canvas  bag.     When      yf^^y,^ 
the  defendant  had  taken  it  wholly  out  of  the         v. 
box  he  was  bound  to  make  his  own  trunk  in  which  M^^^"^"^*"* 
it  was  deposited  as  secure  as  possible,  it  was  no 
longer  the  box  of  a  seaman  working  his  passage 
home,  but  ascertained  to  be  an  article  of  great 
value  which  the  defendant  was  therefore  bound 
to  watch  with   great  care  and  diligence.     His 
Lordship,  after  further  commenting  on  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case,  left  it  to  the  jury  to  con« 
sider, 

1st.  Whether  the  captain  had  not,  under  the  cir« 
Comstances,  by  the  intermeddling  and  removal,  im- 
posed on  himself  the  duty  of  carefully  guarding 
against  all  perils  to  which  the  property  was  exposed 
in  consequence  of  the  alteration. 

2dly.  Whether  he  had  in  fact  carefully  guarded 
the  property,  and  that  if  they  were  of  opinion  that 
the  conduct  of  the  defendant  had  imposed  upon 
him  the  duty  of  carefully  guarding  the  goodi^  and 
that  he  had  been  guilty  of  negligence,  they  were  to 
find  for  the  piaintifi. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintifn 

Topping  and  Ross  for  the  plaintiff 

The  Attomey^eneral  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies,  Tempkr  and  Rivinit9iu} 


R  4 
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1816.       Todd  and  Others,  Executors  of  Todd  v.  Ritchie 

Improper  treat-  A  SSUMPSIT  on  a  policy  of  insurance  j  in  one 
mentof  th^^  count  of  the  declaration,  the  loss  was  alleged 

captain  wUi      to  have  arisen  from  the  barratry  of  the  master. 

not  constitute 
barratry*  al- 
though it  tend       After  the  vessel  had  lefl  Quebec  with  her  home^ 

^  ^Vhe™*^'  ^^^  cargo  on  board,  she  sprung  a  leak,  and  the 
vessel,  unless    Captain  put  iuto  GaspiCy  in  the  gulph  of  St.  Larv^ 

th^h***^^ed  ^^^^9  ^^^  before  any  survey  had  taken  place,  he 
against  his  broke  up  her  ceiling  and  end  bows  with  crow-bars, 
•wn  judgment.  jj|  cousequence  of  which  the  ship  was  much  injured 

and  weakened,  this  it  was  suggested  was  done  in 
order  to  procure  the  condemnation  of  the  vessel. 

Lord  Ellenborouch:  —  In  order  to  constitute 
barratry,  which  is  a  crime,  the  captain  must  be 
proved  to  have  acted  against  his  better  judgment; 
as  the  case  stands,  there  is  a  whole  ocean  bctwe^i 
you  and  barratry. 

The  plaintiff  afterwards  elected  to  be  nonsuited^ 

Garrow  A.  G.  and  Marryatt  for  the  plaintiff. 

Topping  and  Campbell  for  the  defendant.^ 

[Attorniesi  Crtw/der  &  Co.  and  JBvaru.^ 


See  Abbotty  part.    •  c.  4.  sec.  7.    Emer*  toin.  i.  p.  366. 
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Hogg  and  Others,  Assignees  of  Turner,  a  Bank-       isie. 

rupt  V.  Mitchell.  "^ 

ASSUMPSIT  for  money  had  and  received.  A.  at  the  umH- 

gation  of  B. 
procures  cre- 

It  was  proposed  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  to  dc  for  goods 
shew  that  Turner  the  bankrupt  had  before  his  ^  *  '^^  , . , 

J        >        .        '  n    1         1    I*      t  amount,  whirtf 

bankruptcy,  at  the  instigation  of  the  defendant,  he  seiu  to  B. 
induced  different  traders  to  give  him  credit,  by  ^  "^  !°*^ 
^purchasing  goods  to  a  small  amount  in  the  first  in-  fraud  of  hb 
stance,  for  which  he  punctually  paid,  and  bycontinu-  crej^Jton,  the 
ing  the  practice,  until  he  had  lulled  them  into  secu-  ^fter  his  hank, 
rity.     By  these  means  the  bankrupt  (it  was  stated)  ruptcy»  cannot 
had  prevailed  on  many  tradesmen  to  supply  him  d^meftom 
with  goods  on  credit  to  a  large  amount,  which  the  Bw 
defendant  had  afterwards  sold,  having  purchased 
them  from  Turner  at  prices  much  below  their  value. 

It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs, 
that  since  the  defendant  had  suggested  this  frau- 
dulent course  of  proceeding  to  Turner^  he  was  re- 
sponsible to  the  assignees. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  I  am  very  clear  in  opi- 
nion, however  I  may  wish  that  such  practices 
should  be  visited  by  the  law,  that  if  a  party  sell 
goods  at  a  price  far  below  their  value,  he  cannot 
recover  the  difference,  and  that  his  assignees  can- 
not staiid  in  a  better  situation. 

Plaintiff  nonsuited. 

Garrow 
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1816. 

Hogg 

and  Others 

Afldgnees&c. 

MiTCHEIX. 


Garrow  A.  G.  and  F.  Pollock  for  the  plaintifil 
Topping  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomiesy  Gattj  tsf  Co.  and  Heard.'] 


YORK  SPRING  ASSIZES. 


Coram  Le  Blanc,  Justice. 


The  King  v.  Smith  and  Hornage. 


Tlie  examiii- 

ation  of  a  pri- 
soner before 
the  magistrate 
previous  to  his 
coDimittaly 
purports  to 
have  been  ta- 
ken on  oath. 
Evidence  upon 
the  trial  of  the 
prisoner  for 
felony  is  not 
admissible^  to 
shew  that  in 
fact  the  ex- 
amination was 
not  on  oath. 


TTHIS  was  an  indictment  for  sacrilege  alleged  to 
have  been  committed  in  Shield  church. 

The  prosecutors  tendered  in  evidence  the  exa- 
mination of  Homage  before  the  magistrate  pre- 
vious to  his  commitment.  This  was  written  under 
the  following  words,  which  except  as  to  the  name 
were  printed  "  The  examination  of  —  Homage^ 
"  taken  on  oath  before  me,  &c.**  and  was  under- 
signed by  the  magistrate. 

Upon  the  objection  being  taken,  the  examination 
was  rejected,  because  it  purported  to  have  been 
taken  on  oath,  and  Le  Blanc  J.  would  not  permit 
a  witness  to  be  examined  for  the  purpose  of  shew- 
ing that  no  oath  had  in  fact  been  administered  to 

the 
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the  prisoner,  saying  that  he  could  not  allow  that      1816^ 
^^hich  had  been  sent  in  under  the  hand  of  a  ma-    xhe  Kino 
^iistrate  to  be  disputed.  v. 

Smith  and 

HoftNAOX. 

Maude  and  Hartfy  for  the  crown. 
WiUktms  for  the  prisoners. 


llie  King  v.  Barnes. 

'^HlS  was  an  indictment  against  the  prisoner,  a  Although  the 
bankrupt,  for  secreting  his  effects  under  the  P^**^*  <>^ » 

^  will  hat  been 

statute  .5  G.  2.  C.  SO.   S.  1.  produced,  Uie 

will  ittelf  CJUi* 
not  be  read  ia 

The  indictment  in  the  Ifirst  count  allied  the  evidence  upon 
petitioniiur  creditors  debt  to  have  been  due  to  ^*^™"*jP^ 

•  .      _        ^    Vw  ^     T*      -r*  •     •  /»     1  auction  of  it 

A.B^Q  D.,  and  E.  F.  surviving  executors  of  the  by  the  officer 
last  will  and  testament  of  G.  H.  who  was  the  ®/  *^*  ^^^ 

jr  xu  x»  -.1.  •  •  wasucil  Court, 

granolather  of  the  prisoner.  without  tome 

indorsement 
▼       1      1  ,   .  ,  -         ,  ,       npon  it  for  the 

In  the  last  count  it  was  lata  to  be  due  to  the  purpose  of  au- 
«ame  persons  generally.  thcntication. 

In  an  indict- 
ment  againtt  a 
banknipty  the  petitioning  creditor't  debt  it  alleged  to  be  due  to  A.*  B^  and  C,  surviving 
execvtort  of  the  lasbwill  and  testament  of  D.,  after  proof  that  A^  B.*  and  C.  were  the 
^eltedtori  and  Irere  directed  by  the  Wil  to  carry  on  the  butinett,  it  it  necettary  to  prove 
that  they  all  attented  to  act  in  ditchai;ge  of  the  tnitt.  -»  And  a  general  admifnoa  by  the 
pritooer  of  a  debt,  due  to  the  ezecuton  of  D.  Will  not  topply  the  dcfiect. 

In 
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1816.  In  order  to  substantiate  these  allegations^  th^ 

^  The  King  *  P^osecutors  proved  that  the  petitioning  creditors 
V.  were  the  executors  of  G.  H.  a  ship-builder^  by 
Barnes.  ^^^  production  of  the  probate,  and  in  order  to  shew 
that  the  testator  had  directed  that  his  business 
should  be  carried  on  by  the  executors,  for  the  be- 
nefit of  his  estate,  they  tendered  in  evidence  the 
will  itself,  produced  by  the  officer  of  the  eccle- 
siastical Court,  which,  without  further  authenti- 
cation, they  proposed  to  read. 

Le  Blanc  J.  —  The  only  ground  on  which  the 
probate  is  received  in  evidence  is,  that  it  is  authen- 
ticated by  the  seal  of  the  Court  j  but  here  yoir 
merely  produce  the  will  without  any  authentication 
upon  it.  I  think  it  is  not  evidence  without  some 
indorsement  upon  it,  for  the  purpose  of  authen- 
tication. 

The  prosecutors  afterwards  proved,  that  the 
business  had  been  carried  on  and  the  debt  con- 
tracted by  the  prisoner  subsequent  to  the  death  of 
the  testator,  and  they  also  proved  an  acknowledge 
ment  by  the  prisoner  that  he  was  indebted  in  a 
sum  exceeding  100/.  to  the  executors  of  his  grand- 
father, for  work  done  for  him,  but  there  was  no 
proof  that  E.  F.  the  third  executor  had  ever  acted 
in  the  management  of  the  business,  though  the 
two  others  had. 

For  the  prisoner,  it  was  objected,  that  it  was  in- 
cumbent on  the  prosecutors  to  shew  that  all  three 

3  petitioning 


Barnes. 
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petitioning  creditors  had  assented  to  the  carrying       1816. 
on  the  business  under  the  directions  of  the  will,    The  Kino  ' 
since  in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  that  effect,  it         «. 
"was  not  to  be  presumed  that  they  would  incur  the  re- 
sponsibility attending  the  execution  of  such  a  trust. 

On  the  part  of  the  prosecution,  it  was  answered 
that  the  objection  had  at  all  events  been  removed  by 
the  prisoner's  admission  of  a  debt  due  from  him  to 
his  grandfather's  executors.  That  in  the  last  count 
of  tbe  indictment,  the  debt  was  alleged  to  be  due  to 
the  petitioning  creditors  generally,  and  since  it  had 
been  proved  that  they  were  the  executors  of  G.  H. 
the  admission  proved  the  debt  to  be  due  to  them. 

Le  Blanc  J.  was  of  opinion  that  it  was  not  to 
be  presumed  that  the  three  petitioning  creditors 
had  assented  to  carry  on  the  business  as  trustees 
under  the  will,  and  that  the  defect  in  evidence 
was  not  supplied  by  the  prisoner's  admission,  since 
by  that  he  might  mean  that  he  was  indebted  to 
two  of  them,  and  that  under  the  circumstances  it 
would  be  going  too  far  to  infer  that  he  meant  to 
include  all  three. 

The  jury  were  then  directed  to  acquit  the  pri- 
soner) which  they  did  accordingly. 

HuUockj  Littledale,  and  Tindal  for  the  prose- 
cution. 

Sinclair  J  Bichardson^  Williams^  and  Starkie  for 
the  prisoner. 
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The  KjNG  v.  Dyson. 


In  order  to 
bring  an  of- 
fender vathin 
the  cUuie  of 
the  tt.  43  G-  3* 
c.  $%•  8. 1,  for 
stabbing  with 
intent  to  resist 
a  kiwful  ap- 
prehension by 
a  private  per- 
son>  for  cutting 
a  third  person, 
it  is  essential 
that  the  person 
apprehending 
should  have 
been  present 
at  the  com- 
mission of 
the  ofience» 
or  that 
he  should  be 
armed  with 
the  authority 
of  a  warran^ 


']pHIS  was  an  indictment  against  the  prisoner 
under  the  stat.  43  G.  3.  c.  5%.  s.  1.  for  stalibing 
another,  with  intent  to  resist  a  lawful  appr^heo* 
sion. 

It  appeared  from  the  statement  of  Willkms  for 
the  prosecution,  that  the  prisoner  having  previously 
cut  a  person  on  the  cheek,  several  others  who  werQ 
not  present  when  the  transaction  took  place,  went 
to  his  house  to  apprehend  him,  without  any  war- 
rant, and  that  upon  their  attempting  to  take  him 
into  custody,  he  inflicted  the  wound  upon  whidi 
the  indictment  was  founded. 

Le  Blanc  J.  was  of  opinion  upon  this  statement* 
that  the  prosecution  could  not  be  sustained}  he 
said,  to  constitute  an  offence  within  this  branch  of 
the  statute,  there  must  be  a  resistance  to  a  persoo 
having  a  lawful  authority  to  apprehend  the  pri* 
soner,  in  order  to  which,  the  party  must  either  be 
present  when  the  ofience  is  committed,  or  he  must 
be  armed  with  a  warrant.  This  branch  of  the 
statute  was  intended  to  protect  officers  and  others 
armed  with  authority,  in  the  apprehension  of  per- 
sons guilty  of  robberies  or  other  felonies. 


The  prisoner  was  accordingly  acquitted. 
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DicAs  V.  Hides.  ^    ^^^^' 

"T^HIS  was  an  action  on  the  case  against  the  de-  An  innkeeper 
fendant,  a  common  innkeeper,  for  refusing  to  ^^^^  ^'j^ 
supply  the  plaintifT  with  post-horses.  poct4iorse%  It 

not  liaUe  to 

The  declaration  contained  two  counts;  in  the  refuringto 
first  it  was  alleged,  that  the  defendant  being  an  supply  them 
mnn-keeper  at  Htdton  Four  Lane-endSj  and  licensed  ^  *  *^'"*^ 
'Co  let  post-horses,  having  received  the  plaintiffinto 
liis  house  as  a  guest,  and  having  horses  and  a 
chaise  at  liberty,  refused  to  suppljf  the  plaintiff 
^th  a  chaise  and  horses  to  enable  him  to  pursue 
liis  journey,  although  a  reasonable  sum  had  been  ten- 
dered him,  &c.    The  second  count  alleged  that  the 
defendant  being  a  common  innkeeper,  and  licensed 
to  let  post-horses,  refused  to  supply  the  plaintiff. 
—  Plea,  the  General  Issue. 

The  plaintiff  having  given  evidence  which  sup- 
ported the  allegations  in  the  declaration ; 

It  was  objected  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  that 
the  action  was  not  maintainable;  the  common  law 
<iid  not  impose  on  innkeepers  such  an  obligation  as 
i¥as  contended  for,  and  the  mere  circumstance  of 
taking  out  a  licence  to  let  post-horses,  could  not 
create  such  a  liability,  but  lefl  it  optional  with  the 
innkeeper,  either  to  let  his  horses  to  the  traveller, 

or  to  refuse  them. 

For 
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1816.  For  the  plaintiff,  it  was  contended,  that  the  de- 

DicAs       fendant,  by  having  taken  out  a  licence,  had  ren- 
V.  dered  himself  liable  to  fulfil  the  objects  of  the 

^^^  licence,  and  that  persons  in  the  situation  of  the 
defendant,  having  undertaken  (to  the  exclusion  of 
others)  to  supply  the  public  with  post-horses, 
ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  exercise  their  privilege 
in  a  partial  or  capricious  manner,  by  serving  one 
traveller,  and  rejecting  another.  They  had  un- 
dertaken a  public  duty,  and  public  convenience 
required  that  it  should,  be  fairly  performed. 

Le  Blanc  J.  when  the  plaintiff  had  closed  his 
case,  inquired  whether  the  defendant's  liability 
was  alleged  in  the  declaration  to  be  founded  on 
any  general  custom  of  the  realm  ;  and  having  been 
answered  in  the  negative,  expressed  himself  to  be 
decidedly  of  opinion,  that  the  action  was  not 
maintainable,  but  recommended  that  the  jury 
should  find  a  special  verdict  for  the  plamtifi^  with 
nominal  damages,  in  order  that  the  question  might 
be  more  fully  considered. 

But  the  defendant's  counsel  stating  that  they 
had  a  full  answer  to  the  evidence  adduced  by  the 
plaintifii  proceeded  to  call  witnesses,  and  upon  the 
whdie  of  the  case,  the  jury  found  a 

Verdict  for  the  defendant* 

Scarlett  and  Cottmgham  for  the  plaintiff. 
RatTie  and  Cross  for  the  defendant. 

[Attorniet,  Smith  Uid  FotUkei.^ 
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Farn WORTH  and  Another,  Assignees  of  Kirton^        I8I6. 

a  Bankrupt,  v.  Packwood.  ^       »     »' 

^HIS  was  an  action  on  the  case  against  the  de-  i^  a  guett  at 
fendant,  a  common  innkeeper,  for  negligence  J?  ^J^^' 
in  consequence  of  which  the  goods  of  the  plaintiff  room  which  he 
whilst  he  was  a  guest  in  his  house  had  been  lost      y^  "  »  Y*?" 

^  houte>  and  of 

which  he  has 

The  declaration  also  contained  a  count  in  trover,  the  exclusive 
Hea,  the  General  Issue.  O^^-^ 

not  liable  for 

In  the  early  part  of  January  1813,  Kirton  came  ^  ^°^ 
to  the  defendant's  house  in  Birmingham^  and  in  the 
course  of  three  or  four  days  afterwards  applied  to  the 
defendant  for  a  private  room  for  the  purpose  of  de- 
positing goods  there,  and  exposing  them  for  sale ; 
and  the  defendant  having  shewn  him  a  small  room, 
which  he  approved  of,  Kirton  the  next  day  took 
possession  of  it,  and  the  key  was  delivered  to  him, 
and  was  kept  by  him  exclusively  for  several  days ; 
but,  upon  the  defendant's  wife  requesting  to  place 
some  parcels  in  the  same  room,  Kirton  permitted 
her  to  use  the  key,  and  he  had  not  the  exclusive 
use  of  it,  and  other  parcels  were  deposited  in  the 
room.  Kirton  boarded  and  lodged  in  the  house 
for  almost  a  fortnight,  and  from  time  to  time  intro- 
duced his  customers  into  the  room.  A  short  time 
before  he  left  the  house  he  discovered  that  a  pack- 
age was  missing,  which  made  the  subject  of  the 
present  demand. 

VOL.  1/  8  The 
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1816.  The  defendant's  counsel  admitted,  that  in  gene- 

Farnworth  ^^  ^^  innkeeper  was  answerable  for  the  safe  cus- 
and  Another  tody  of  the  goods  belonging  to  a  guest  in  his  house. 
Assignees  &c.  ^y^^  contended,  that  in  the  present  instance  the 
Packwood.  party  having  applied  for  the  use  of  the  room,  not 
as  a  guest,  but  in  order  to  exhibit  his  goods,  had 
discharged  the  defendant  from  his  common  law  re- 
sponsibility.   Witnesses  were  then  called  to  prove 
that  the  room  had  been,  during  the  whole  time, 
exclusively  in  Kir  ton*  s  possession. 

Le  Blanc,  J. — If  a  guest  take  upon  himself  the 
exclusive  charge  of  the  goods  which  he  brings  into 
the  house  of  an  innkeeper,  he  cannot  afterwards 
charge  the  innkeeper  with  the  loss.  The  only 
question  in  this  case  is,  whether  Kirton  did  not 
take  upon  himself  the  exclusive  charge  of  his  goods 
to  the  exclusion  of  every  other  person  ?  A  land- 
lord is  not  bound  to  furnish  a  shop  to  every  guest 
who  comes  into  his  house ;  and  if  a  guest  tskss  ex* 
elusive  possession  of  a  room  which  he  uses  as  a 
warehouse  or  shop,  he  discharges  the  landlord  from 
his  common  law  liability.  The  question,  therefore, 
for  your  consideration,  is,  whetlier,  when  the  goods 
were  lost,  they  were  exclusively  in  Kirton*s  posses* 
sion?  It  is  admitted,  that  during  part  of  the 
time  Kirton  kept  the  key,  if  afterwards  the  defend- 
ant  took  the  key  from  him,  the  goods  then  ceased 
to  be  under  his  exclusive  controul,  and  the  defends 
ant  became  liable  for  their  safe  custody.  The  only 
question  is  whether,  at  the  time  of  the  loss,  tiM 
goods  were  in  the  exclusive  possession  of  Kirtonf 

Verdict  for  the  defendant. 

Scarlett 
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Scarlett  and  Richardson  for  the  plaintiff. 


Maine  and  Litikdale  for  the  defendant. 


[Attorniesy  Gaskell  and  GU/^r.] 


1816. 


Fabnwortr 
and  Another 
Asfii^ees  &c* 

Packwooo* 


The  qaettion  of  the  liability  of 
an  inn-keeper  was  much  discussed 
in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench*  in 
Trimtj  term  18x59  in  the  case  of 
Burgess  ▼.  Clements  which  had 
been  tried  before  Ricifardsf  Baron» 
at  the  Oxford  Spring  assizes  iZiSt 
tl«  facts  were  these ;  the  plaintiff 
had  been  In  the  habit  of  fiequent- 
iag  the  defendant's  house*  there 
was  a  common  trayeller's  room; 
but  the  plaintiff  on  this  occasion 
widud  to  have  a  private  room  to 
eidubit  his  goods  and  for  the  pur- 
pose of  receiving  ctutomers*  and 
asked  for  a  particular  room  up 
stairs.  The  hmdlady  shewed  him 
a  private  room  which  opened  into 
the  gateway*  and  the  windows  of 
which  could  be  looked  into  from 
the  street*  she  gave  htm  the  key  of 
the  room  to  lock  it  when  he  went 
oaty  and  advised  him  to  bolt  the 
door.  The  loss  happened  at  night ; 
die  plaintiff  had  a  candle  in  his 
roomy  but  the  curtains  of  the  win- 
dows were  down.  When  the  de- 
feadaat's  son  left  him*  he  was 
picking  up  his  goods*  he  had  been 
OHt  two  hours  before  the  loss  was 
discovered*  when  he  went  out  he 
WM  not  sore  that  he  had  even  diut 
the  door  afiter  him*  the  key  was 
hnmd  in  it;  the  defendant  went 
inio  the  room  after  the  plaintiff 
wtnt  00^  and  put  out  the  candle 
which  he  had  left  bunung. 


The  learned  Judge  informed  the 
jury  that  the  inn-keeper  was  primd 
facte  liable  for  the  goods  of  his 
guest*  but  that  the  guest  by  his  own 
conduct  might  dischai^e  him  f ;  ona 
that  liability,  and  left  it  to  them  to 
say  whether  the  plaintiff  had  not 
by  his  careless  and  negligent  con- 
duct* after  he  had  obtained  posses- 
sion of  the  room*  discharged  the 
defendant  from  his  common  law 
responsibility. 

.    The  jury  found  for  the  defend- 
ant. 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  granted 
for  a  new  trial*  Jervu  amd  ManJep 
for  the  plaintiff  relied  on  Calji^% 
case*  8  Coke,  65.  Moor*  78.pL»o7« 
%%  Hen.  6.  az.  b.  xx  Hen.  4.  45. 
a.  b.  4a  £d«  5.  XL  a.  5  Mod.  543, 
z  Roll.  Ab.  4.  JO  Hen.  7.  a6« 
%  Cro.  189.  Dyer*  158.  Spencer 
V.  Spencer^  ih*  a66.  Bennett  ▼• 
Mellon,  5  T.  R.  973.  Dauncej^  and 
Taunton  for  the  defendant*  cited 
Cafye^9  case*  8  Co.  resolutbn*  4. 
The  East  India  Companj  v.  PuU 
leUf  %  Str.  690.  Com.  Dig.  actioi^ 
against  a  common  carrier*  C  i« 
Cro.  Elix.  %%$.   Salk.  18. 

Lord  ELLENBOBOUGff.  — I  can* 
not  see  any  thing  to  impeach  the 
propriety  of  this  verdict.  The 
question  here  is*  whether  the  jury 
in  the  exercise  of  their  province^ 
have  righdy  exercised  that  pro" 
vince.  Aa  imi-kecpsr  is  boupd  to 
a  keep 
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Farnworth 
and  Another 
AnigneetScc. 

Packwood. 


keep  tbe  goodi  of  his  goest  who 
comes  for  the  purpose*  hojpitandif 
so  that  no  loss  rveniat  pro  defectu 
Jbosfitatoru.  I  do  not  mean  .to 
ny  that  where  goods  are  stolen,  it 
is  not  primd  facie  evidence  of  de- 
fect of  care  on  the  part  of  the  land- 
loid;  but  under  circumitances  no 
doubty  the  inn-keeper  may  be  ex- 
empt from  liability,  where  the  con- 
duct of  the  guest  is  not  only  con- 
curring with,  but  inducing  to  the 
loss.  As  in  Cafye*s  case  if  he  him- 
self bring  a  person  with  him  to  the 
inn  who  steals  his  property,  the 
innkeeper  is  not  liable ;  for  by  that 
means  he  himself  induces  the  thefiu 
The  quet tions  in  this  case  therefore 
are*  xst,  does  this  man  come  to 
the  defendant's  inn  for  the  general 
purpose  anhno  bos^iandii  and 
ftdly*  whether  his  own  conduct  has 
not  conduced  to  the  loss.  It  is 
not  stated  that  he  wanted  a  room 
for  lodging ;  for*  according  to  the 
evidence,  he  comes  to  the  landlady 
and  asks  for  a  light  room  in  a  par- 
ticular situation  of  the  house  to 
shew  his  goods.  The  innkeeper  is 
not  bound  to  furnish  persons  with 
exhibit  rooms*  for  the  purpose  of 
displaying  and  exhibiting  their 
goods,  to  deal  with  them  as  a  shop. 
The  innkeeper  is  not  bound  to  find 
shops,  but  he  is  bound  only  to  find 
kxlging  rooms,  and  lodging  con- 
Teniences.  I  agree  in  what  is 
stated  in  Caije*»  case,  that  the 
mere  delivery  of  the  key  of  a  room 
will  not  dispense  with  the  care  and 
attention  due  from  the  landlord, 
and  that  he  cannot  exonerate  him- 
self by  merely  handing  a  key  over 
to  his  guest ;  but  if  the  guest  take 
the  key*  it  is  a  very  proper  quettioQ 
for  the  jury,  whether  he  takes  it 
Mmm9  €uttodifnMf  aad  for  the  por^ 


pose  of  exempting  the  landlord 
from  his  liability.  The  case  itself 
clearly  shews,  that  the  custody 
must  be  his  own  custody,  so  as  to 
exempt  the  landlord  firom  responsi- 
bility. He  does  not  want  a  lodgingf 
but  a  shop  to  exhibit  his  goods* 
he  is  accordingly  furnished  with 
such  a  room,  he  receives  the  key 
and  he  deponts  his  goods  there  as 
a  warehouse.  Lord  Coke  lays  it 
down  in  that  very  case^  that  if  the 
guest's  servant*  companioo,  or  fol« 
lower*  rob  him,  the  Undbrd  it  not 
liable ;  and  in  this  case  the  plaintiff 
called  strangers  together  for  Am 
purpose  of  a  show*  and  invites  die 
admission  of  strangers  into  the 
room*  and  upon  whose  approack 
and  access  the  landlord  baa  no 
check.  This  is  clear  evidence  of 
an  user  of  the  inn  for  purpose 
quite  aUene  from  those  bos^tandif 
and  it  seems  hardly  to  come  withia 
the  limits  of  that  liability  for  which 
the  innkeeper  is  respons3>le*  it 
would  be  hard  indeed*  to  make  the 
innkeeper  liable  for  property  in  a 
room  used  for  such  purposes.  It 
appears  in  evidence,  that  the  plain* 
tiff  is  told  that  people  can  kx>k  into 
his  room  and  see  what  b  going 
forward,  and  he  is  desired  to  bolt 
his  doors,  for  there  are  strangers 
about.  After  this  suspicion  had 
been  communicated  to  him  he  was 
bound  to  use  diligence  in  protectiiig 
his  own  property.  Under  the  ctrw 
cumstances  of  this  case*  it  appears 
to  me  that  this  is  not  a  room  found 
him  for  the  ordinary  purposes  of 
accommodation  in  an  inn*  and  for 
the  loss  of  property  for  which 
the  landlord  u  liable.  The  plain* 
tiff  has  not  performed  his  own 
duty  in  taking  care  of  his  propcrtyt 
after  admonition  given  to  him  for 

that 
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that  purpose  by  the  defendint,  and 
it  appears  to  me  therefore,  that  this 
Terdkt  ought  to  6tand« 

Le  Blanc,  J.  —  I  agree  that 
there  it  no  ground  for  a  new 
trial.  There  is  no  doubt  that  the 
innkeeper  b  liable  for  goods  com- 
ing to  his  custody,  unless  there  is 
•ome  special  circumstance  to  take 
him  out  of  that  liability.  This 
case  difiers  from  Cafy/s  case,  for 
there  k  was  the  case  of  a  lodging 
room  ;  and  the  party  shall  not  ex- 
empt himself  from  liability  in  such 
a  case,  even  though  he  gives  the 
traveller  a  key  to  lock  his  room. 
But  here  the  room  is  not  for  the 
pupose  of  sleepmg,  but  for  a  pur^ 
pose  for  which  an  innkeeper  is  not 
bound  to  accommodate  his  cus- 
tomerit  and  therefore  he  is  not 
Gable  for  a  Iom  out  of  that  room. 

Bailey,  J.  — I  also  agree  that 
the  verdict  is  right.  It  seems  to 
me  that  the  plaintiff't  accepting 
the  key  of  the  room,  superseded 
the  fiability  of  the  kmdlord  to 
take  care  of  his  goods.  The 
plaiiitiff  applied  for  a  room,  not  as 
a  room  of  custody,  but  for  the  pur- 
pose of  exhibiting  his  goods  in  the 
character  of  a  dealer  in  jewelry  and 
articles  of  that  kind.  Tlie  landlady 
nught  refuse  such  a  room,  or  she 
might  prescribe  the  terms  upon 
which  she  would  let  him  have  it ; 
and  he  accepted  the  room  upon 
the  terms.  She  says,  «  this  is  a 
*  particular  room,  there  is  the.  key 
**  of  that  room ;  you  must  lock 
^  that  room."  He  accepted  those 
tennsf  and  therefore  he  relieved 


her  from  responsibility.     But  if  he         1816. 
had  said,  **  this  shall  not  dischaige   V         y  / 

^  your  liability,  look  you  still  to   Farn WORTH 
**  that,"  the  defendant  would  have  and  Another 
replied,  ^  then  you  shall  not  have  Asdgnees&c* 
«  the  room."    The  defendant  had  v 

a  right  to  refuse  the  room  for  the  Packwood* 
purpose  in  question,  or  to  concede 
it  upon  any  terms  she  choee.  I 
think  she  did  so  upon  the  terms  of 
the  plaintiff's  taking  the  custody 
of  his  goods  into  hie  own  hands 
with  the  key  of  the  room ;  and 
that  he  accepted  the  key  on  those 
terms.  I  hold,  under  such  circum- 
stances, that  the  owner  of  the  inn 
is  not  liable ;  for  if  we  were  to 
hold  otherwise,  it  would  be  to  make 
the  innkeeper  liable  for  the  defsuilt 
of  the  phuntiff.  He  did  not  make' 
a  communication  to  the  defendant 
when  he  lefk  the  roomf  that  her 
responsibility  might  revive.  It 
appears  to  me,  thmfore,  that  this 
verdict  ought  not  to  be  disturbed. 

Dampieb,  J.  —  Upon  the  facts 
and  the  law  that  have  been  dis« 
tinctly  bud  down  to  the  jury, 
I  have  no  doubt  that  this  ver- 
dict is  right,  I  think  it  is  the  only 
proper  conclusion  the  jury  could 
have  drawn,  the  only  doubt  with 
me  was,  whether  the  law  had  not 
been  left  to  the  jury,  and  not  dis- 
tinctly laid  down  by  the  learned 
Judge.  It  appears  now,  however, 
that  there  b  now  no  doubt  upon 
that  point.  To  grant  a  new  trial 
would  only  put  the  parties  to  use- 
less expence  for  the  verdict  would 
certainly  be  the  same* 

Rule  dischaiged. 
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1**^1  Hentt  V,  Staniforth.  (a)    . 

A  voyage  from  'T'HIS  was  an  action  on  a  policy  on  goods  in  a 
juga  to  Hull     A  sjpgfii^k  ^Yivp  from  Riga  to  Hull 

18  commenced  *  ^ 

before  a  licence 

bas  been  ob-  j^q  charter  party,  which  was  dated  the  28th  of 
is  necessary  to  ^tigust,  Contained  a  Stipulation  to  procure  a  licence 
legalize  the  for  the  voyagc.  The  interest  was  averred  to  be  in 
nnSri  r^  Messrs.  JBoumums  of  Riga.  On  the  3d  of  Sep- 
•enable  expect-  tembcr  the  Order  was  sent  by  Bourman  Sf  Co.  to  the 
ikrac^hlL*  plaintiff,  their  agent  here,  to  effect  the  insurance^ 
been  obtained ;  and  to  procurc  a  liccuce  for  the  voyage.  The 
^^^b^  goods  were  put  on  board  on  the  20th  of  September, 
ciTected  here  and  the  ship  Sailed  on  the  3d  of  October.  The 
by  an  agent  m  1^^^^  \yy  which  the  plaintiff  was  requested  to  pro- 

a  licence  had  cure  a  liccnce  amvcd  on  the  5th  of  October,  and 
been  obtained,  ^jj^  licence  was  in  fact  procured  on  the  7th.     The 

the  assured  is 

entitled  to  a  re-  poUcy  was  effected  on  the  20th  of  November. 

turn  of  pre- 

It  was  objected  for  the  defendant,  that  the  plain- 
tiff could  not  recover  for  an  average  loss,  since  the 
voyage  (which  was  illegal  in  its  commencement), 
could  not  be  legalized  by  a  subsequent  licence, 
as  had  been  decided  in  the  case  of  Coxvie  v.  Bar^ 
her,  and  that  upon  the  same  authority  and  also 
that  of  Lubbock  v.  Potts,  7  East,  449.  the  plaintiff' 
was  not  entitled  to  a  return  of  premium. 


{a)  This  case  was  tried  at  Guildbali  at  the  sittings  after  Micbaelmoj 
ttrm,  1815* 

The 
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The  Attorney-General,  for  the  plaintiff,  contended^       1816. 
that  the  plaintiff  was  at  all  events  entitled  to  a  re-     Henty 
turn  of  premium,  and  he  distinguished  the  present         9. 
case  from  those  cited,  on  the  ground  that  in  those  Stakifohth 
an  illegal  voyage  was  contemplated,  but  that  in  the 
present  the  party  insured  intended  the  voyage  to  be 
l^al,  since,  according  to  the  regular  course,  the 
letter  authorizing  the  insurance  and  directing  the 
application  for  a  licence  ought  to  have  arrived  a 
fortnight  earlier,  and  it  was  not  known  at  the  titne 
when  the  insurance  was  effected  that  the  ship  had 
sailed  before  the  licence  had  been  obtained. 

Lord  Ellenborough,  after  declaring  his  opinion 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  for  the 
loss,  said,  with  respect  to  the  return  of  the  premium, 
since  the  insurance  was  effected  in  the  full  inten^ 
tion  of  effecting  a  legal  insurance,  in  respect  of 
a  voyage  which  the  party  believed  to  be  legal,  I 
am  of  opinion  that  he  is  entitled  to  recover  the  pre* 
mium. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  accordingly. 

The  Attometf 'General  and  Pollock  for  the  plaintifi; 

Parke  and  Gaselee  for  the  defendant. 


A  rule  Nisi  for  a  new  trial  was  granted  in  the 
ensuing  term,  and  after  the  question  as  to  the  re- 
turn of  premium  had  been  argued.  Lord  EUenlxh 

8  4  rough 
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1816.       rough  in  the  Easter  Term  following  delivered  the 
H^TT      judgment  of  the  court  to  the  following  effect : 

Staniforth.      y^^  ^^  q£  opinion,  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 

recover  the  premium  on  the  authority  of  Owen  v. 
Bruce,  12  East,  235.  The  objection  is,  that  the 
plaintiff  is  a  particeps  crimnis,  but  the  licence  had 
been  granted  before  the  policy  was  effected,  al- 
though not  before  the  ship  had  sailed.  No  risk 
was  sustained  by  the  underwriter,  and  therefore  if 
he  could  retain  the  premium  he  would  retain  it 
without  any  consideration.  It  was  always  intended 
that  a  licence  should  be  procured ;  the  letter  for 
that  purpose  was  sent  on  the  Sd  of  September,  and 
it  was  probable  that  it  would  have  been  received 
before  the  3d  of  October,  on  which  day  the  ship 
sailed.  The  plaintiff  contemplated  a  legal  not  an 
illegal  voyage,  and  so  did  the  agent  in  England^ 
and  the  illegality  depended  on  a  fact  which  took 
place  contrary  to  the  reasonable  expectation  of  the 
parties.  The  case  is  plainly  distinguishable  firom 
that  of  Toubnin  v.  Anderson,  1  Taunt.  227.  there 
no  question  was  made  as  to  the  return  of  premium; 
and  in  all  the  other  cases  cited  in  argument  an  ille- 
gal voyage  was  contemplated,  but  here,  if  the  ex- 
pectations of  the  plaintiff  had  been  realized,  the 
voyage  would  have  been  legal ;  we  think,  therefore, 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  a  particeps  crminis,  and 
that  the  rule  must  be  discharged. 

[Attomies,  Weston  ^  Co.  and  Trower  H  G0.3 
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GUILDHALL. 


Second  Sittings  in  Easter  Temit 
56  George  III. 

Groning  and  Another  v.  Mendham.  (a) 

A  SSUMPSIT  for  the  price  of  a  quantity  of  clover-  in  an  actkm 

seed  bought  by  the  plaintiffi,  merchants  at  ^^J^^  ^ 
Hamburgh^  by  the  order  of  defendant,  a  merchant  told  by  tampie^ 

in  London.  ^  defendant 

contends  that 
the  leeddeli- 

The  seeds  were  objected  to  by  defendant  as  of  vered  did  not 
an  inferior  quality — the  order  proved  was  for  seed  ^^mTie- 
qf  the  jftnest  quality.     The  plainti£&'  case  being  before  he  can 
dosed,  Lord  Ellenborougk  called  upon  the  defen-  fj^^^  * 
dant's  counsel  to  prove,  tJiat  he  had  offered  to  re-  must  prove 
turn  the  seed  upon  discovery  of  its  inferiority,  be-  **!  ^!Jt!Jf 
fore  he  would  receive  evidence  that  it  did  not  answer  objection  to 
the  order.  ^  pUimiir. 

Gwmey^  for  the  defendant,  stated,  that  such 
offer  had  been  made  to  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  resi- 
dent in  London,  who  requested  that  the  seed  might 
be  sold  by  the  defendant  \dthout  prejudice, — that 
being  the  best  thing  to  be  done  at  all  events,  the 

(a)  I  am  indebted  to  a  fiiend  for  tfak  note. 

4  market 
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1816.  market  being  on  the  decline  and  the  season  far  ad- 

'^  Groning  '  vanced,  but  that  as  this  arrangement  was  agreed 

and  Another  upon  at  plaintifis'  counting-house,  in  London^  he 

^   ^'  could  only  prove  it  by  a  clerk  of  plaintifis. 

A  letter  from  one  of  the  plaintiffs  (Groning')  was 
given  in  evidence,  dated  soon  after  the  arrival  of 
the  seed,  in  which  he  says,  "  he  would  get  his  corn^ 
"  factor  to  inspect  the  seed  and  confer  further  upon 
**  that  subject**  The  plaintifis' clerk  was  then  called, 
but  was  evidently  an  unwilling  witness;  all  that 
could  be  got  from  him  was,  that  he  had  heard  from 
Groning  "  that  defendant  had  objected  to  the  qiuiUty 
**  of  the  seed**  Another  clerk  of  the  plainti£&,  on 
cross-examination,  admitted  the  same  fact. 

It  was  then  contended  for  the  defendant,  that  it 
ought  to  be  left  to  the  jury  to  infer  from  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case,  the  letter  of  Groning^  and 
the  evidence  of  the  clerk,  taking  his  situation  and 
manner  of  gi\ang  his  testimony  into  view,  that  the 
defendant  had  rejected  the  seed. 

But  Lord  Ellenborough  thought  the  evidence 
not  sufficient  to  go  to  the  jury,  and  directed  them 
that  there  was  no  proof  of  any  agreement  to  sell 
without  prejudice.     Whereupon  they  found  a 

Verdict  for  plaintiffi. 

Garrow  A.  G.  Toppings  and  Richardson  for 
the  plainti£&. 

0 

Gvmejfj  Curwood,  and  Ross  for  the  defendant. 

[Attonue0|  Kaje  &  Frahfird  and  £icA^  iff  SvaniJ} 
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At  the  Third  Sittings  in  Easter  Term, 
56  George  III. 


SITTINGS  AT  GUILDHALL. 

1816, 
COLLENRIDGE  V.  FaRQUHARSON.  May  x8. 

A  SSUMPSIT  by  the  plaintif]^  as  the  indorsee,  a.  the  holder 
against  the  defendant,  as  the  indorser  of  a  bill  of  a  bill  depo- 

/•I  tits  it  with  B. 

of  exchange.  „  ^  ^^^^^ 

6ecurity»  for 

It  appeared,  upon  the  cross-examination  of  the  ^^^^t"' 
plaintiff's  witnesses,  that  the  defendant  had  depo-  tween  them ; 
sited  the  bill  in  question  with  a  person  of  the  name  ^"^^^  q^ 
of  Powell  (through  whose  indorsement  the  plaintiff  after  it  be- 
derived  his  title),  as  a  collateral  security  for  the  pay-  ?®™^  **"^^ 
ment  of  another  bill,  and  that  it  was  in  the  hands  by  c.  against 
of  Powell  when  it  became  due,  ^"  ^•'"  *f". 

count  book  it 
not  evidence 

in  diminution  of  the  balance  between  A  and  B.  —  But  semiJc  a  contemporaDeoat 

tntiy  or  declaration  by  B,  would  be  admissible. 
And  {jimbit)  C.  is  not  endtkd  to  recover  from  A  a  tttm  exceeding  the  lowest  amount 

of  the  balance,  subsequent  to  the  traaifer  to  B. 

The 
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1816.  The  plaintiff  having  proved  2Lprmd  facie  case^ 

Marryatty  for  the  defendant,  proposed  to  give  in 
evidence  the  state  of  the  accounts  between  Far^ 
quharson  and  PoweUy  since  the  deposit  of  the  bill 
with  him  as  a  security,  contending  that  the  plaintiff 
was  not  entitled  to  recover  more  than  the  lowest 
sum  to  which  the  account  had  been  reduced  be- 
tween Powell  and  Farquharsony  at  any  time  subse- 
quent to  the  deposit.  For  this  purpose  he  called 
one  of  the  plaintiff's  witnesses,  who  had  on  his  ori- 
ginal examination  produced  PowelPs  book  of  ac- 
counts (of  which  no  use  had  been  made),  and  re- 
quired him  to  state  from  the  book  what  was  the 
amount  of  the  balance  blstween  Powell  and  JFVir- 
quharson  when  it  was  the  lowest 

The  Attomey-GeneraU  for  the  plainti£^  objected 
to  this  evidence ;  it  would  be  converting  the  court 
into  a  court  of  equity  to  allow  such  accounts  to  be 
examined  into  for  the  purpose  of  discovering  sonae 
ground  of  defence;  besides  PoxvelPs  books  were 
the  mere  memoranda  of  a  third  person,  which  were 
not  binding  on  the  plaintiff,  and  he  ought  to  have 
been  called  and  examined  in  person  as  to  any  fact 
within  his  knowledge,  in  order  to  give  the  plaintiff 
the  benefit  of  cross-examination ;  at  all  events  he 
ought  to  have  been  served  with  a  suhpctna  duces 
tecum^  to  produce  the  book,  since  without  one  the 
witness  was  not  bound  to  produce  it. 

Marryatty  on  the  other  hand,  contended,  that 
since  Powell  was  the  holder  when  the  bill  hecame 

due^ 
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due,  that  which  would  have  been  evidence  against  1816. 
him  would  be  evidence  against  any  one  who  claimed 
under  him ;  if,  for  instance,  he  had  given  a  receipt 
for  the  amount,  that  would  have  been  evidence 
against  the  plaintiff  to  shew  that;  the  bill  had  been 
paid,  the  defendant  had  a  right  to  the  production 
of  every  document  actually  in  court 

Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that  any 
entry  by  PoTvell  made  at  the  time  and  accompany- 
ing his  act  would  have  been  evidence  in  whatsoever 
book  it  had  been  made ;  but  that  an  entry  or  de- 
claration of  his  which  did  not  accompany  the  act 
was  not  admissible,  it  might  have  been  made  for  the 
very  purpose  of  being  used  in  evidence. 

The  evidence  was  accordingly  rejected. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff 

GarroWj  A.  G.  and  Gvmey  for  the  plaintifH 

Marry att  for  the  defendant, 

[Attomiet,  HTsllh  h,  Gb.  and  Qude.'} 
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SITTINGS  AT  WESTMINSTER. 


I8I6. 


V , ' 


May  a8.         DoE  on  the  demise  of  Pitcher  v.  Andebsok  and 

Robinson. 


A  title  hznag   }?JECTMENT  to  recover  the  possession  of  two 

been  praml  in  ,^ 

A*  who  con- 
tinues in  pos- 

sesrion  from  For  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  it  was  proved  that 
Mdfrom'  '^'  o^  the  29th  of  June  1815,  the  interest  in  the 
whom  the        houses  had  been  assigned  to  Pitcher  by  the  sheriff 

lenor  of  the 

piiintiffin  Under  an  execution  against  Strube  who  claimed 
ejectment  de-    under  a  lease  from  Rogers  in  1809,  for  sixty-two 

rives  title  in       ^^^^ 
x8i5,itwnot     y^3"* 
sufficient  for 

the  defendant  Jt  also  appeared  that  Strube  had  been  in  peases- 
poesesnon  by  slou  froHi  1809  to  1814,  during  wtiich  time  he  had 
himidf  during  paid  rent  to  Halfbrd^  the  ground  landlord,  but  that 
Ycreitw  during  the  year  1814,  and  up  to  the  time  of  the 
who  along       assignment  by  the  sheri£^  Halford  had  received 

urith  others         ±.i^  m.  r  a    j 

has  become  a    t"®  ^^^^  from  Anoerson. 

party  to  a  deed 

t^JZm.  The  Attorney-General  for  the  defendant,  con- 
sideration of     tended,  that  upon  this  evidence  the  plaintiff  ought 

the  assign- 

ment  of  certain  debts  due  to  their  debtor  for  their  benefit  they  release  their  debts,  b  not 

precluded  from  suing  out  a  commission  of  bankrupt  against  the  debtor  on  its  beii^ 

discovered  that  he  had  previooa  to  the  ezecDtiQn  of  the  deed  committed  a  secret  act  <^ 

bankmptcy* 

to 
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to  be  nonsuited,  since  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  1816. 

claimed  under  Stmbe  by  virtue  of  the  assignment  •/ 

in  1815,  he  could  have  no  better  title  than  Strube  Demise  of 

had  at  the  time  of  the  assignment,  and  that  he  had  Pitcher 

then  no  title,  since  Anderson  had  been  in  posses-  AvDsisoir 

sion  for  the  whole  of  the  year  1814,  which  amounted  «>d  Another. 
\o  prima  facie  evidence  of  a  seisin  in  fee. 

Jervis  and  Peake  for  the  plaintiff:  possession  is 
merely  primd  facie  evidence  of  title  capable  of 
being  rebutted,  and  here  the  presumption  which 
might  otherwise  result  from  Anderson's^  possession 
18  rebutted  by  the  proof  given  of  the  antecedent 
title  proved  in  Strube^  and  it  lies  upon  the  lessor 
of  the  plaintiff  to  shew  that  his  interest  has  since 
determined. 

Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that  the 

defendants  ought  to  go  into  their  defence,  the  title 

liad  been  proved  to  be  in  Strube  up  to  a  particular 

time,  and  Anderson*^  subsequent  possession  was 

not  inconsistent  with  Strube^s  title. 

The  defendants  relied  in  the  first  instance  on  an 
^MSignment  of  the  houses  by  way  of  mortgage, 
executed  in  1813,  by  Strube,  to  a  person  of  the 
name  of  Millet,  but  it  turned  out  that  this  trans*^ 
action  was  merely  colourable  and  fraudulent.  They 
then  relied  on  an  assignment  to  Anderson  by  the 
assignees,  under  a  commission  of  bankruptcy,  whicb 
had  been  issued  against  Strube^  bearing  date  Ja-^ 
tmary  the  SOth  1814,  on  the  petition  of  Murgesi. 

10  They 
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1816.      They  then  proved  an  act  of  bankruptcy  to  have 

«j  been  committed  in  October  1813,  and  in  order  to 

Demise  of    prove  the  petitioning  creditors'  debt,  gave  in  evi« 

Pitcher     Jence  two  promissory  notes,  dated  September  15, 

Andibsok    1813,  made  by  Strube  in  favour  of  Burgess,  the 

and  Another,  one  for  30/.,  and  the  other  for  100/.  both  pajrable 

six  months  after  date;  they  also  proved  admis- 
sions on  the  part  of  Strube  of  a  debt  to  Burgess  of 
lis/.,  but  it  afterwards  turned  out  that  these  ad- 
missions had  been  made  after  the  commission  of 
the  act  of  bankruptcy  by  Strube. 

To  encounter  this  evidence  as  far  as  respected 
the  petitioning  creditors'  debt,  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  gave  in  evidence,  a  deed  of  trust  executed 
by  Strube  J  Burgess  and  several  of  Strube*  s  crediton^ 
by  which  Strube  assigned  certain  property  for  the 
benefit  of  liis  creditors,  and  containing  also  a  general 
release  on  the  part  of  Burgess  and  the  other  credi- 
tors. In  this  deed  the  sum  of  1 1 3/.  1 5s.  was  stated  as 
the  debt  due  from  Strube  to  Burgess,  his  debt 
having  been  reduced  to  that  sum  by  a  payment  at 
that  time  of  2s.  6d.  in  the  pound. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  Since  this  deed  was 
executed  after  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  it  cannot 
operate  so  as  to  release  the  debt;  the  consideration 
for  the  release  entirely  fails.  The  release  was 
granted  on  condition  that  Strube  should  assign  to 
his  creditors  property  for  their  benefit,  which,  being 
then  a  bankrupt,  he  was  not  competent  to  da. 

Jervis 
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'  Jervis  and  Peake  then  contended,  that  since  iSie. 
Burgess  was  a  party  to  the  deed,  he  was  disqua- 
lified from  afterwards  suing  out  a  commission  of 
bankruptcy  against  Strube,  and  that  being  a  party 
to  the  deed,  he  could  not  defeat  it,  before  some 
third  party  had  intervened;  and  they  cited  the  case  *°^  Another. 
of  TappendaU  and  Others  v.  Burgess,  4  East,  230. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  How  can  he  )>e  disqua- 
lified as  a  petitioning  creditor,  when  he  has  receiv* 
ed  no  benefit  from  the  deed.  I  admit  the  law  as 
laid  down  in  TappendaU  v.  Burgess,  and  if  the 
deed  had  been  relied  on  as  an  act  of  bankruptcy, 
I  should  have  said  that  Burgess  was  not  a  good 
petitioning  creditor,  but  they  do  not  rely  on  the 
deed  as  an  act  of  bankruptcy. 

Jervis  then  attempted  by  evidence  to  reduce  the 
debt  below  the  sum  of  100/.  but  failing  in  this,  the 
plaintifi^was 

Nonsuited. 

Jervis  and  Peake  for  the  plaintifi. 

TTie  Attorney-General,  Toppings  and  Gwmey  for 
the  defendants. 

[Attornici,  Pitcher  and  i^o/rrj.] 


In  the  ensuing  term,  Peake  moved  for  a  rule  to 
shew  cause  why  the  nonsuit  should  not  be  set  aside, 
im  the  ground  that  Burgess  (after  having  derived 

VOL.  I.  T  advantage 
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1816.      advantage  from  the  deed  of  composition,)  could 
Pq^        not,  before  any  other  creditor  had  interfered,  sue 
Demise  of    out  a  commission  against  Strube^  and  he  cited  the 
Pitcher     ^^^^  ^f  Bamford  V.  Boroti,  2  T.  R.  594.  n.  and 
Anderson    Tappendall  v.  Burgess^  4  East,  2^0.  and  he  urged, 
md  Another.  ^^^  ^^^  signing  the  composition  deed,  it  was  frau- 
dulent in  Burgess  to  take  out  the  commission,  but 
he  allowed  (in  answer  to  a  question  put  by  Mr.  J. 
Bayley)  that  Burgess  at  the  time  when  the  deed 
was  executed,  did  not  know  that  St7*ube  had  com- 
mitted an  act  of  bankruptcy. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  Having  taken  a  bad 
security,  of  which  he  could  not  avail  himself  on  ac- 
count of  the  antecedent  act  of  bankruptcy,  why 
was  he  to  remain  content  with  his  bad  title,  when 
he  might  have  a  good  one,  and  receive  a  morp  solid 
satisfaction  under  a  commission.  In  the  cases 
cited,  the  parties  had  concurred  in  the  deed  which 
they  could  not  afterwards  repudiate  or  treat  as  an 
act  of  bankruptcy. 

Bayley  J. — The  fraud  was  on  the  part  of 
Stni})ej  who  executed  the  deed  after  an  act  of 
bankruptcy. 

Abbott  J.  —  Since  Burgess  was  ignorant  at  the 
time  the  deed  was  executed,  of  the  previous  act 
of  bankruptcy,  I  think  he  was  not  bound  after- 
wards  to  rely  upon  it. 

HOLROTD 
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HoLROYD  J.  —  Strube  having  committed  a  pre-  1816. 

vious  act  of  bankruptcy,  the  consideration  failed,  jy^     ^ 

add  therefore  the  release  which  was  founded  upon  D<*mise  of 

that  consideration  also  failed.  Pitcher 

Rule  refused.  Anderson 

and  Another. 


JeFFERY  t;.  Walton.  Same  day. 

ASSUMPSIT  for  not  taking  proper  care  of  a  At  the  time  of 
gelding,  let  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  J'j;^"^  *^"  1*^7^ 
and  to  recover  twelve  guineas,  as  the  stipulated  agreeement  u 
hire  oi  the  gelding  for  twelve  weeks.  ^*^^  *^*^"f 

*-*  ^  the  time  and 

the  price,  the 

It  appeared  by  the  evidence  of  two  witnesses  v^^^^ '"  "^^ 
called  by  the  plaintiff,  that  a  son  of  the  defendant  proving  by 
having  applied  to  the  plaintiff^  (who  was  a  dealer  parol  evidence 
in  horses,  and  also  let  horses  to  hire,)  for  the  loan  terms  of  agrce- 
of  a  horse ;  the  latter  told  him  that  he  had  no  nient. 
horses  at  home,  except  such  as  were  for  sale,  but 
said  that  he  had  a  black  horse  who  shied^  and  that 
if  he  took  him  on  hire,  he  must  be  liable  for  all 
accidents. 

The  defendant's  son  engaged  him  on  these  terms 
at  the  rate  of  two  guineas  a  week,  for  six  weeks 
at  least.  It  also  appeared,  that  whilst  the  horse 
was  in  the  defendant's  possession,  in  consequence 
of  shfingj  he  came  down  upon  the  road,  and  suf-  , 

T  9  fered 
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1S16.      fered  a  material  injury,  in  having  a  fetlock  severely 
'  Jetfery  '  ^^  ^y  ^  Slass  bottle- 


9* 


Walton.  Upon  the  cross-examination  of  the  plaintiff's 
witnesses,  it  appeared  that  after  the  agreement 
had  been  made,  some  memorandum  had  been  en- 
tered in  pencil  upon  a  card  which  the  plaintiff  had 
kept. 

Walton  for  the  defendant,  contended,  that  it  was 
incumbent  on  the  plaintiff  to  produce  this. 

Scarlett  for  the  plaintiff,  did  not  object  to  pro- 
duce it,  but  contended  that  it  was  to  be  considered 
as  part  of  the  defendant's  evidence. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  No,  it  is  part  of  your 
case  if  it  contains  a  memorandum  of  the  contract, 
the  only  question  is,  whether  it  contains  the  con- 
tract ;  if  that  had  clearly  appeared  in  evidence,  I 
should  have  shut  out  the  parol  evidence  long  ago. 

The  card  was  then  produced,  on  which  was 
written  the  following  memorandum : 

"  Six  weeks  at  two  guineas,  William  Walton^ 
"  junior.** 

Walton  for  the  defendant,  then  contended,  that 
this  was  to  be  considered  as  the  real  contract  be- 
tween the  parties,  having  been  made  according  to 
the  evidence,  immediately  upon  the  close  of  the 
agreement,  and  tiiat  it  was  not  competent  to  the 

plaintiff 
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plaintiff  to  engraft  upon  it  a  further  term  by  means  1816. 

of  parol  evidence.     And  consequently  that  this  j^^^^ 

was  nothing  more  than  an  ordinary  case  of  hiring  v. 

in  which  accidents  of  this  nature  were  to  be  borne  ^^^®^* 
by  the  person  who  let  the  horse. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  The  written  agreement 
merely  regulates  the  time  of  hiring  and  the  rate  of 
payment,  and  I  shall  not  allow  any  evidence  to  be 
given  by  the  plaintiff  in  contradiction  of  these 
terms,  but  I  am  of  opinion,  that  it  is  competent 
to  the  plaintiff  to  give  in  evidence  suppletory  mat- 
ter, as  part  of  the  agreement. 

Verdict  for  the  plainti£^  damages  50^  (a) 

Scarlett  and  Marry att  for  the  plaintiff 

The  Attorney-General^  Walton^  and  Gumey  for 
the  defendant. 

[Attomiet,  Vincent  and  Walton."^ 


{a)  Twehre  guineu  had  been  paid  iato  cout  for  the  hire  of  the  hone. 


T  3 
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Barber  v.  Fox. 

A.  having  A  SSUMPSIT  to  recovcr  the  amount  of  the  plain* 
certain  busi-  ^^^^  ^^U,  for  busiiiess  done  by  him  as  an  attor- 

ness  for  B.       ney  fof  the  defendant. 

which  he  has 
undertaken^ 

refuses  to  pro-       Xwo  actions  having  been  brought  against  Sa^ 

^mUe  from*  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  King*s  BcTich^  and  one  in  the 
c.  to  pay  the  Exchequer^  in  which  William  Bailey  Fox  (the  de- 
i^ncM,  c  is  fendant)  and  Thomas  Fox  were  bail  above ;  Samuel 
not  Uabie  on  Fox  was  desirous  of  being  surrendered  in  discharge 
whhoutTn^t  of  ^^s  bail,  in  order,  that  he  might  take  the  benefit 
in  writing.       of  an  insolvent  act ;  Cock  the  clerk  of  the  plaintiff 

transacted  the  business  of  the  render  of  Samuel^ 
and  10/.  had  been  paid  to  him  by  the  latter,  to- 
wards the  expences  of  such  render  ;  after  the 
render  in  the  Exchequer  a  habeas  corpus  was  issued, 
in  order  to  render  Samuel  Fox  in  the  King^s  Bench; 
Cock  then  said  the  money  which  1  have  received 
is  almost  exhausted,  I  must  have  some  more  or  I 
cannot  go  on ;  the  defendant  then  said,  he  knew 
how  serious  the  business  was,  and  that  if  Cock  would 
proceed,  he  would  pay  him  whatever  was  to  be 
paid. 

Under  these  circumstances,  it  was  contended 
(on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,)  that  the  defendant  had 
made  himself  liable  for  the  subsequent  expences 
attending  the  completion  of  the  surrenders,  that 

4  business 
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business  having  been  done  at  his   request,   and        1816. 
upon  his  undertaking.  ^  r  br  ' 

Lord  Ellenborouoh.  —  The  plaintiff  must  be  ^^^ 
called,  tlie  business  was  doing  for  the  render  of 
another  person  from  whom  the  plaintiff  had  receiv- 
ed the  sum  of  10/.  and  the  very  bill  which  has 
been  delivered  is  made  out  as  for  the  business  of 
another,  namely,  Samuel  Fox^  in  the  surrendering 
of  whom  the  plaintifi'  was  employed.  Therefore 
this  was  the  business  of  another  who  was  about  to 
take  the  benefit  of  an  insolvent  act;  then  the  con- 
versation takes  place,  in  which  the  defendant  un- 
dertakes to  pay  the  further  expences.  But  the 
statute  says  that  a  person  shall  not  be  bound  by  a 
promise  to  pay  the  debt  of  another  without  some 
note  in  writing.  This  was  the  inchoate  business 
and  debt  of  another,  and  if  the  defendant  had  pro* 
mised  in  writing,  he  would  have  made  himself 
liable  J  without  a  promise  in  writing  he  is  not 
liable. 

The  Attorney-General  and  PuUer  for  the  plain- 
tifi. 

Cornyn  for  the  defendants 

[Attomiet,  Barber  and  Wati§n»'} 


T  4 
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COURT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS. 


SITTINGS  AT  GUILDHALL. 


Waland  r.  Elkins. 


A.  and  B.  are  HPHIS  was  an  actioTi  on  the  case  to  recover  da- 
^^in^the^ff^'  mages  for  the  breaking  of  the  plaintiflTs  windowSt 
fiu  of  a  com-  in  consequence  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  driv- 
vwgg^but  ®^  ^^  ^^^  defendant's  waggon,  by  means  of  which  a 
by  a  private     caxt  had  been  forced  against  the  plaintiff's  house. 

agreement  be- 
tween them- 
selves each  The  first  count  of  the  declaration  alleged^  that 

ccn^c^  ^  *^^  defendant  was  in  possession  of  a  waggon  and 
and  manage-  divcrs,  Viz.  eight  horscs,  which  were  then  and 
ment  of  the  there  under  the  guidance  and  direction  of  a  servant 
his  oym  driver   of  the  Said  defendant,  &c. 

and  hones,  for 

S^wf  A^y  The  second  count  aUeged,  that  the  defendant 
are  notwith-  being  in  possession  of  another  waggon  and  eight 
!!!r!fr^,!^.    other  horses,  allowed  the  same  to  be  conducted  by 

private  agree-  '  * 

ment  jointly     a  pcrsou  incompetent  to  conduct  the  same. 

responsible  to 

third  persons  for  the  negligence  of  their  drivers  throughout  the  whole  distance. 

And  an  averment  that  the  negligence  was  occasioned  by  the  driver  of  A.  against 
whom  alone  the  action  is  brought*  is  supported  (in  such  case)  by  proof  that  the  driver 
was  actually  employed  by  B«  in  conducting  the  waggon,  for  his  own  stages. 

8  It 
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It  appeared  that  the  defendant  and  one  Dyson  '    1816. 
were  carriers  from  London  to  Gosport^  and  that  by    w^l^,^ 
an  arrangement  between  them  Dyson  horsed  the         v. 
waggon  from  London  to  Famham^  and  the  defendant     Elkiks- 
then  conducted  it  from  F(tirn/uim to  Gfojtpor/;  and  that 
at  the  time  the  mischief  happened  the  waggon  was 
drawn  by  Dyson*s  horses,  and  was  driven  by  a  ser- 
vant of  JD;y507i*s,  who  had  been  hired  by  and  received 
wages  from  Dyson,  and  ¥dth  whose  emplo3anent 
the  defendant  had  no  concern  whatsoever,  but  that 
the  waggon  itself  was  the  property  of  the  de- 
fendant. 

Best  Serjt.  for  the  defendant,  submitted,  that  un- 
der these  circumstances  the  plaintiff  could  not  re- 
cover ;  Dyson  horsed  the  waggon  for  the  stage,  in 
the  course  of  which  the  accident  happened,  and 
employed  the  waggoner,  over  whom  the  defendant 
had  no  controul ;  and  that  the  mere  circumstance 
of  his  being  the  owner  of  the  waggon  no  more  made 
him  responsible  than  a  person  would  be  if  he  lent 
a  chaise  to  another,  who,  in  using  it,  did  damage 
to  a  third  person. — But  that,  at  aU  events,  the 
plaintiff  could  not  recover  under  a  declaration 
framed  like  the  one  in  question,  since,  in  the  first 
count,  he  had  aUeged  that  the  waggon  was  driven 
by  a  servant  of  the  defendant's ;  and  in  both  the 
first  and  second  counts  he  had  aUeged,  that  the 
horses  were  the  property  of  the  defendant,  which 
had  been  contradicted  by  the  evidence. 

GiBBS, 
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1816.  GiBBs,  C.  J. — ►!  am  of  opinion,  that  the  action 

Waland  ^^y  ^^  maintained  upon  this  principle :  the  wag- 
t^.  gon  belongs  to  El/cms^  and  he  receives  the  profits 
Elkins.  derived  from  the  use  of  it ;  on  what  terms  he  en- 
gages  with  Dyson  we  do  not  know,  but  being  jointly 
entitled  with  Dyson^  and  since  it  is  no  objection 
that  Dyson  has  not  been  joined,  the  case  is  the 
same  as  if  Elkins  had  received  all  the  profits.  Then 
since  the  waggon  was  to  be  drawn  for  the  benefit 
of  ElkinSy  the  servant  to  all  legal  purposes  was  the 
servant  of  Elkins^  although  for  inferior  purposes ; 
and  as  between  the  parties  he  may  be  considered 
as  the  servant  of  Dyson^  the  objection  however 
which  has  been  made  is  a  fair  one,  and  I  regret  that 
a  question  of  so  much  importance  has  arisen  in  so 
trifling  a  cause. 

JBe^^Seijt  referred  to  the  case  oi  Barton  v.  Han* 
son^  9,  Taunt.  49*  in  which  it  had  been  held,  that 
for  corn  supplied  for  the  use  of  the  horses  of  a  stage- 
coach belonging  to  several  proprietors,  but  horsed 
severally  for  specific  stages,  that  proprietor  alone 
was  liable  who  supplied  the  horses  by  which  the 
corn  had  been  used. 

GiBBs,  C.  J.-TT-I  recollect  the  case  very  well,  but 
the  decision  there  turned  upon  the  inferior  con-^ 
tract  (if  I  may  so  term  it)  between  the  parties.  In 
that  case  there  was  a  particular  contract  between 
the  parties,  and  it  was  known  in  what  situation 
they  stood  with  respect  to  each  other.  Such  con- 
tracts 
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tracts  are  binding  upon  the  parties,  but  they  make       l^^^- 
no  difference  in  their  relation  to  the  public.  Walamd 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  3L  8s. .       v. 

Pell  Seijt.  and  Espmasse  for  the  plaintiff. 

Best  Seijt.  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornieif  Rohhuw  &  Hme  and  Dj^m  &  Soh.2 


RoBsoN  V.  Godfrey  and  Another. 

HTHIS  was  an  action  to  recover  for  the  amount  of  Work  is  to  be 
repairs  done  to  a  vessel  of  which  the  defendants  ^^®  according 

were  the  owners.  agreement 

I  between  jhe 

The  plaintifis  had  declared .  upon  the  common  latingthe 
counts  for  work  and  labour  done,  and  materiids  quan\»nr»  ?"««> 

a\id  tunes  ox 

found.     It  appeared  in  evidence,  that  a  special  payment. 
agreement  had  been  entered  into  for  repairing  the  '^f  p*^»*». 
vessel,  according  to  an  estimate  which  had  been  cd^m  A^' 
made,  according  to  which  the  plaintiff  was  to  be  onginai  con- 
paid  certain  sums  at  specified  periods,  viz.  100^  at  ^^j^tmL 
the  end  of  a  fortnight ;  tlie  like  sum  at  the  end  of  not  being  ap- 
four.  weeks ;  the  like  sum  at  the  end  of  six  weeks ;  ^^^  JJ^  ^^ 
and  the  remaining  sum  of  320/.  by  an  approved  bill  plaintiff  ben- 
at  six  months,  with  interest.    The  six  months  had  ^^*^  *®  ^J".    . 

cover,  on  toe 
commoncoimt. 

for  the  latteri  although  the  time  for  completing  the  payments  under  the  original  agreement 

had  not  expired  when  the  action  was  commenced. 

not 
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1816.       not  then  expired.     After  the  repairs  had  been  pnv 

RoBBcm      ceeded  in  to  a  considerable  extent  the  parties  de- 

viated  from  the  original  plan,  and  the  repairs  had 

andA^Sher  ^^^^  Completed  in  a  manner  to  which  the  estimate 

*  already  made  did  not  apply. 

Best  Serjt.  for  the  plaintifi^  admitted  in  his  open- 
ing, that  he  could  not,  because  the  original  estimate 
had  been  departed  from  in  some  particulars,  there- 
fore contend  that  the  whole  contract  was  thrown 
open ;  but  he  contended  that  the  plaintiff  was  to 
recover  according  to  the  estimate  prices  as  far  as 
they  extended,  and  upon  a  qiuzntum  meruit  as  to 
the  residue. 

Shepherd  Seijt.  and  Puller j  for  the  defendants, 
contended  that  the  plaintiff  ought  to  be  nonsuited 
for  not  having  declared  specially.  This,  they  urg- 
ed, was  necessary,  on  account  of  the  particular 
stipulations  as  to  the  time  and  mode  of  payment 
prescribed  by  the  special  agreement,  according  to 
which  the  time  of  credit  for  the  last  payment,  which 
was  to  be  by  bill  at  six  months,  had  not  even  then 
elapsed.  They  cited  the  case  of  Pepper  v.  jBut- 
land^  Peake's  N.  P.  C.  103.  there  the  estimate  with 
the  terms  had  been  reduced  into  writing,  but  the 
plaintiff  (additions  having  been  made  to  the  con- 
tract) declared  upon  the  general  counts,  and  Lord 
Kent/on  directed  him  to  be  nonsuited,  holding  that 
he  was  bound  to  declare  jupon  the  special  contract 
as  far  as  it  went,  and  only  for  the  excess  on  the 
general  count  j  and  also  the  case  of  £lSs  v.  Ham^ 

lety 
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let,  3  Taunt.  52.  which  was  an  action  for  work       1816. 
done  to  some  houses,  there  the  contract  was  in  ^^^J^^ 
Writing,  but  could  not  be  proved,  and  the  plaintiff         v. 
then  went  upon  the  genesal  counts,  but  Mansfield^  andAnoiEcr. 
C.  J.  held,  that  he  could  not  recover  upon  them. 

GiBBs,  C.  J. — I  am  of  opinion,  that  there  is  no 
ground  for  nonsuiting  the  plaintiff.  I  have  always 
understood  the  rule  to  be,  that  you  may  recover 
for  work  executed,  as  for  work  and  labour  general- 
ly, if  the  terms  contained  in  the  written  agreement 
are  not  of  such  a  nature  as  to  preclude  a  recovery 
otherwise  than  on  the  contract  itself.  It  is  every 
day's  experience  that  a  party  may  recover  on  the 
general  counts  for  work  done  under  a  special  con- 
tract, but  this  case  does  not  range  itself  within  that 
class,  for  here  are  particular  terms  which  render 
it  impossible  to  recover  under  the  common  count. 
But  it  appears  in  this  case  that  additional  work  has 
been  done  under  a  subsequent  order,  and  it  is  not 
pretended  that  this  was  to  be  paid  for  according  to 
the  terms  of  the  original  agreement,  for  by  that 
particular  sums  were  to  be  paid  at  specified  periods, 
and  the  remainder  by  an  approved  bill  at  six 
months;  but  there  was  nothing  in  the  original 
agreement  to  govern  the  newworkaccordingto  these 
stipulations,  on  the  contrary  the  parties  proceed 
upon  the  ground  that  the  terms  of  the  agreement 
were  not  applicable  to  the  new  work^  and  therefore 
the  time  of  payment  cannot  be  applicable.  The 
plaintifl^  therefore,  is  entitled  to  recover  on  the 
general  coimt  as  to  the  additional  worki  but  as  to 

so 
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1816.       so  much  as  arises  out  of  the  special  contract,  I 

RoKON      ^^  ^^*  ^®®  ^^^  ^®  ^^^  recover,  since,  according  to 
V-         that  contract,  payment  is  not  yet  due. 

Godfrey 
and  Another* 

Verdict  for  the  plaintifi^  subject  to  a  reference  as 
to  the  amount 

Best  and  Vaughan  Seijts.  and  Curwood  for  the 
plaintiff. 

Shepherd  Serjt  and  Puller  for  the  defendants. 

[Attorniesy  Ledwich  and  Winter  ^  Son."] 


Tarn,  Gent.  v.  Heys  and  Another. 

An  action  may  'X'HIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  brought  to  re- 
byTiiidlof  cover  the  amount  of  a  solicitor's  bill  from  the 

against  an  as-  defendants,  who  were  the  assignees  under  a  commis- 
stgnec  for  busi-  ^j^^^  ^£  bankruptcy  against  one  Horrocks. 

ness  done  un-  i      •/     o 

der  a  commis^ 

•ion  of  bank-  Jt  appeared  that  the  plaintiff,  a  solicitor  in  Xon- 
SirbmLsn^t  ^^'^  had  been  originally  employed  to  sue  out  the 
been  taxed  by  commissiou,  and  that  the  defendants  upon  being 
dwncwy  un-  ^^^seu  assignees,  and  finding  the  plaintiff  in  the 
der  the  st.  management  of  the  business,  had  continued  him  in 
5  G. ».  c.  30.    ji^  g^jj  J  Yi^^  from  time  to  time  written  letters  to  him 

from  the.  country,  pointing  out  the  particular  steps 

lirhich  they  unshed  him  to  take. 

Best 


••45 


V 


EASTER  TERM,  s^  GEORGE  III. 


«79 


HXTS 

and  Another. 


Best  Serjt.  for  the  defendants,  contended,  that  1816. 
inasmuch  as  they  found  the  plaintiff  engaged  in  the  1,  ^^ 
business  which  he  continued  to  manage  after  their 
appointment,  they  had  not  made  themselves  liable 
in  their  private  capacity,  and  that  the  plaintiff* ought 
to  look  to  the  estate  itself  for  his  remuneration ; 
also,  that  the  bill  ought  to  have  been  taxed  by  a 
master  in  Chancery  pursuant  to  the  statute,  5  G.  2. 


Vaughan  Seijt.  and  Starkiey  for  the  plaintiff,  re- 
ferred to  Lord  Ellenborotigh^s  construction  of  the 
statute  in  the  case  of  Finchett  v.  How  and  ano- 
ther (a),  where  a  similar  objection  had  been  made. 

GiBBs,  C.  J. — I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  defend- 
ants having  employed  the  plaintiff^  when  they 
found  him  acting  in  the  business,  are  in  the  same 
situation  as  if  they  had  originally  retained  him. 
With  respect  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  I 
think  that  they  do  not  affect  the  right  of  an  attor- 
ney  against  his  employers,  but  only  apply  to  the 
protection  of  the  estate. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff^  damages  54/.  (i) 

Vaughan 


(a)  %  Campb.  279. 

(h)  Common  Pleojt  Trinity  term 
1 8  f  6  Arro<wsmitb  v.  Barford  — 
Faugbcm  Serjt.  moved  tha^  the  de- 
fendant might  be  discharged  on 
filing  common  bail,  on  two  gr  >unclsy 
iftf  becAite  he  had  been  induced 


to  become  an  assignee,  under  a 
coAimi  hion  of  bankrupts,  (for  busi- 
ness done*  under  which  commis- 
sion by  the  plaintiff  the  action  was 
brought,)  under  a  representation 
that  it  would  not  subject  him  to 
any  ezpence,  and  adly,  because  the 

action 


* 

3 
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1816.  Vaughan  Serjt.  and  Starkie  for  the  plaintifis. 


Tarn»  Gent. 

Heys 
ind  Another. 


Best  Serjt.  for  the  defendant. 

[Atttrnxesy  Leigb^  Mason  tff  Houseman  amd  Milne  tsf  Parry. 2 


action  had  been  commenced  be- 
fore the  biU  had  been  taxed  by  a 
master  in  chancery  as  required  by 
the  ft.  5  G.  a.  c.  30.  •.  45.9  but  as 
to  this  point)  the  court  was  re- 
ferred to  the  aboTe  decisions. 

The  Court  was  clearly  of  opi- 
nion at  to  the  latter  ground*  that 


such  a  taxation  was  -unnecenary» 
previous  to  the  bringing  an  action 
against  an  assignee*  Hundred*  of 
such  actions  had  been  broughty 
and  the  objection  never  raised. 
On  the  former  ground  a  rule  nisi 
was  granted. 
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IN  THE  KING'S  BENCH. 


SITTINGS  AT  WESTMINSTER* 


1816. 

Doe  on  the  Demise  of  Clark  v.  Trapaud.        Friday, 

May  31. 

^HIS  was  an  action  of  ejectment  brought  to  re-  The  counter- 
cover  a  dwelling-house  and  some  land  situate  p*^  °^  *  ^"*^ 

^  '    purportuig  to 

at  FotterS'bar.  have  been  ex- 

ecuted by  a 

The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  established  his  title  as  de-  j^J^ted 
visee  in  fee  under  the  will  of  Mr .  Miisgrave^  who  was  by  the  mort- 
mortgagee  in  fee  under  a  deed  executed  in  1776.     ^ff^onwitiT 

the  mortgagee 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant  it  was  proved,  that  of  certain  pre. 
a  Mn  Annesley  had  been  in  possession  of  the  pre^  ^'^IdlTcvi. 
mises  under  a  lease  stated  to  have  been  granted  to  denceasagainn 
him  by  Mr.  Plaistow,  the  mortgagor,  for  the  term  rf^^titie^^- 
of  twenty-one  years,  but  determinable  (upon  notice)  dcr  the  mort- 
at  the  end  of  seven  or  fourteen  years ;  it  was  also  ^^^^'  without 

J  ^  some  evidence 

Stated,  that  Mr.  Musgravej  the  mortgagee,  had  oftheexecu- 
joined  in  this  lease,  and  after  proof  that  it  had  been  ^^"^  j^^^  *^ 
lost,  and  that  the  names  of  the  attesting  witnesses  (which  has 
were  not  known,  it  was  proposed  to  prove  the  exe-  ^J^^^^  *^ 
cution  of  a  counterpart  and  to  read  it  in  evidence.       fiut  proof 

that  the  ori- 
ginal leate  was  signed  by  the  mortgagee^  the  subscribing  Mritnesses  not  being  known,  would 
bt  sufficient  to  warrant  the  reading  of  the  counter-part. 

VOL.  I.  u  But 


K 


'  J, 


'\. 
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1816.  But  Lord  Ellenborough  held,  that  it  would  be 

jy^j^       necessary  previously  to  give  some  evidence  of  the 
Demise  of    execution  of  the  deed  by  Musgrccoe^  since  the  exe- 
Clark     cution  of  the  counterpart  by  Armeslty  merely  proved 
TiAPAUD.   that  he  supposed  that  an  original  had  been  exe- 
cuted ;  and  that  to  let  in  such  evidence  without 
further  proof  would  be  very  dangerous  to  a  mort- 
gagee whose  title  to  recover  might  be  defeated  by 
instruments  executed  between  other  parties. 

It  was  afterwards  proved,  that  the  lost  deed  had 
borne  the  signature  of  Musgrccve^  and  upon  this  the 
defendant  was  proceeding  to  prove  the  executioQ 
of  the  counterpart  by  means  of  a  subscribing  wit- 
ness, but  that  witness  not  appearing,  the  plaintiff 
had  a  verdict* 

Scarlett  and  Owen  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  Attomey-General  and  Topping  for  tfaei  de» 
iendant. 

[Attorniet,  Burgas  and  Pslnur.'^ 
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Doe  on  the  Demise  of  Wartnet  v.  Gbet.  1816, 

nPHIS  was  an  action  of  ejectment,  and  the  prin-  Service  of 
cipal  question  was,  whether  the  defendant  Grey  ^^^^* 
claimed  the  possession  under  MarJaw^  from  whom  defendant't 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  also  claimed  by  virtue  of  a  ^^*^  ^ 
lease  for  two  hundred  years  from  Marlow  to  Ailing^'  produceaieM% 
ham^  which  had  been  assigned  by  Allingham  to  Bur-  ?"  ^*^^ 
lei/f  and  by  Burley  to  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  ^  u  k!iui&- 
Marlow  being  a  party  to  the  two  assignments.         ^^^^ 

In  order  to  warrant  the  admission  of  parol  evi- 
dence of  a  lease  from  MarUyw  to  6frey,  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff  proved  the  service  of  a  notice  to  pro- 
duce the  lease ;  this,  it  appeared,  had  been  served 
late  the  evening  before,  upon  the  wife  of  the  attor- 
ney for  the  defendant  at  his  lodgings. 

Lord  Ellenborough  deeming  this  notice  to  be 
insufficient,  it  was  then  proved  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintifi*  that  the  defendant's  attorney  had  that 
morning  in  the  hall  admitted  that  he  had  the  lease 
with  him. 


Scarlett^  for  the  defendant,  objected  to  the  re- 
ceiving parol  evidence  on  the  ground  of  this  ad- 
mission, and  cited  the  case  of  Exall  v.  Partridge^ 
where  Mr.  Erskine  asked  the  witness,  whether  he 
had  not  the  lease  with  him  ?  the  witness  said,  that 

u  2  he 
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1816.       he  had  it  in  his  pocket,  but  Lord  Kenyon  told  him 

-       ^  that  he  need  not  produce  it,  and  that  it  was  incum* 

Demke  of    ^^^^  on  the  Other  party  to  give  notice  in  time  in 

Wartney    order  to  give  an  opportunity  of  producing  the  at- 

Griet.      testing  witness. 

Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that  the 
evidence  was  inadmissible,  the  defendant  not  having 
received  proper  notice. 

The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  afterwards  proving  that 
Marlow  was  in  possession  at  the  time  of  the  assign- 
ment to  AJUngliam^  the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict. 

The  Attomej/'General  and  E.  Lowes  for  the 
plaintiff. 

ScarUtt  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomiett /rrigy^^  and  Pratt.^ 
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Judge  v.  Cox. 

nrmS  was  an  action  on  the  case  for  keeping  a  in  an  acHoo 

dog,  which  the  defendant  (as  alleged  in  the  de-  J^  °^"f  "^'^ 
claration)  knew  to  be  accustomed  to  bite  mankind,  proof  that  the' 
and  which  had  severely  bitten  the  plaintiff's  leg.      <i'fcn<iant  had 

warned  a  per- 
son to  beware 

It  appeared,  that  the  defendant,  Mrs.  Coa^f  had  of  the  dog 
about  six  weeks  before  the  accident  happened,  ^^^g?^^ 
tdcen  a  ready  furnished  house  at  Harro^w^  and  found  evidence  to  go 
the  dog  upon  the  premises,  and  that  she  was  well  J?  *^t^'  ?^ 
aware  of  his  savage  disposition,  and  in  consequence  that  the  dog 
had  warned  one  of  the  witnesses  to  take  care  of  the  ^*»^o^, 
dog  lest  he  should  be  bitten.    The  dog  had  been  mankind. 
attached  to  a  tree  by  means  of  a  chain  and  staple,     Q^  ^^«- 
but  having  by  a  sudden  exertion  broken  loose,  he  Xa^d^S 
inflicted  the  injury  on  account  of  which  the  action  necei»ry. 
was  brought.     It  also  appeared,  that  subsequently 
to  this  period  the  dog  had  bitten  a  child,  but  there 
was  no  evidence  of  any  anterior  biting. 

The  Attorney-General  contended,  that  there  was 
no  evidence  from  which  the  jury  could  infer  a 
knowledge  on  the  part  q&  the  defendant  that  the 
dog  had  been  accustomed  to  bite  mankind,  since 
there  was  no  evidence  that  it  had  previously  bitten 
any  human  being. 

Abbott,  J.  intimated,  that  had  it  not  been  for 
the  expression  proved  to  have  been  used  by  the 

V  S  defendant 
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1816.       defendant  in  warning  the  witness  to  beware  least 
JuooB       ^^  ^^S  should  bite  him,  he  should  have  directed  a 
V.         nonsuit.  His  Lordship  afterwards  said  to  the  jury— 
^^***        In  order  to  warrant  a  verdict  for  the  plaintifl^  you 
must  be  satisfied  that  the  dog  had  before  the  time 
of  this  injury  bitten  some  human  being,  and  that 
the  defendant  knew  it.     It  is  not  necessary  now  to 
consider  whether  such  an  action  might  not  be  sus- 
tained on  a  declaration  charging  the  defendant  with 
negligently  keeping  a  dog  of  a  savage  and  ferocious 
disposition,  because  in  this  case  the  declaration  al- 
leges that  the  dog  was  accustomed  to  bite  mankind, 
and  that  the  defendant  knew  it.     If  you  are  satis- 
fied as  to  both  of  these  points,  your  verdict  ought 
to  be  for  the  plaintili*.     I  think  sufficient  caution 
has  not  been  used,  for  whenever  a  person  keeps  a    - 
savage  dog,  he  is  bound  so  to  secure  it  as  effectually    ^ 
to  prevent  its  doing  mischief.    After  his  Lordship-^ 
had  commented  on  the  facts  of  the  case,  the  juiy^~ 
found  for  the  plaintiff    Damages,  SSL 

Scarlett  and  Adolphus  for  the  plaintiff 

The  Attomey-General  for  the  defendant. 

[|Attsrnief>  Jchruon  and  Korj.] 
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lgl6 

DiXOxV  V.  Bell.  WedMsda/, 

June  5. 

'T'HIS  was  an  an  action  on  the  case  for  having  a  pmonbe- 

negligendy  and  improperly  entrusted  a  loaded  ^^  ^*  enmwu 
gun  to  a  young  Mulatto  girl,  who  discharged  it  incaotious 
against  the  son  and  servant  of  the  plaintiff  aiid  agent  "bound 
severely  wounded  him,  by  means  of  which  the  perfectly  b- 
plaintiflT  had  been  deprived  of  the  services  of  his  no»oua. 
son  and  servant,  and  had  been  put  to  great  expence  ti<m"c^^"nd. 
in  medicines,  &c.  for  his  cure.  ing  the  plain. 

tiff's  son  per 
quodservitium 

It  appeared  that  both  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  ««wf.  tht 
liad  lodged  in  the  house  of  one  Lemon^  and  that  \^^  ^  J^ 
the  defendant  having  taken  other  lodgings,  had  ver  the  amount 
removed  all  his  property  thither,  except  a  fowling-  ^j^,* ^^[^^ 
piece,  which  was  loaded  with  powder,  and  a  quan-  though  it  hat 
tity  of  printing  types,  and  had  been  lefl  so  loaded  buthTw^? 
in  the  drawing  room  which   he  had  occupied,  recover  phyii. 
Afler  his  removal,  the  defendant  sent  a  Mulatto  ^nsfeei which 
girl,  his  servant,  about  twelve  years  of  age,  for  the  p^id. 
gun, with  a  verbal  message  to  Mr.  Lemon  requesting 
him  previous  to  delivering  the  gun  to  the  girl  to  take 
out  the  pri ming.     Lemon  accordingly  examined  the 
pan,  but  finding  that  it  contained  no  priming,  he 
delivered  it  to  tlie  girl,  telling  her  to  take  particular 
care  of  it.    She  went  into  the  kitchen,  where  there 
was  a  child  of  Lemon\  and  soon  afterwards  the 
plaintiff's  son,  a  boy  often  years  old,  returning  from 
school,  went  into  the  kitchen,  she  then  took  up  the 

u  4  gun 
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^^^^*  ^  gun  and  presented  it  at  the  boy,  saying  that  she 
would  shoot  him,  and  immediately  the  contents 
were  discharged  in  his  face ;  in  consequence  of 
which,  one  eye  was  lost,  several  teeth  struck  out» 
and  his  face  was  much  lacerated. 

The  Attomet/'General  for  the  defendant,  con- 
tended, that  he  was  not  liable  for  the  damage 
which  had  been  done,  since  he  had  used  such 
precautions  as  he  supposed  would  have  been  suf- 
ficient to  prevent  any  injury. 

Lord  Ellenborough  informed  the  jury  that 
they  were  to  consider,  first,  whether  the  defendant 
had  been  guilty  of  negligence  in  entrusting  suci) 
an  instrument  to  such  an  agent.  With  respect  to 
the  instrument  it  was  in  the  first  instance  a  dan- 
gerous one,  being  loaded  with  types,  and  the  ques- 
tion was,  whether  a  reasonable  and  prudential  pre- 
caution had  been  taken  to  render  it  innocent, 
before  it  had  been  entrusted  to  the  care  of  the 
Mulatto  servant.  The  defendant  had  said  that  he 
would  send  for  the  gun,  and  in  the  afternoon,  it 
appeared  that  he  had  sent  the  Mulatto  girl  for  it, 
with  a  message  to  Lemon,  requesting  him  to  takeout 
the  priming  before  he  delivered  it  to  the  servant. 
X^Ttonaccordingly  had  examined  thepan,  and  found 
that  the  priming  was  gone ;  this  circumstace,  how- 
ever did  not  render  the  instrument  a  harmless  one, 
some  priming  having  afterwards  probably  been 
shaken  from  the  barrel,  from  which  the  charge  had 
not  been  extracted,  into  the  pan.  Lemon  however, 

6  it 
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it  might  be  supposed,  had  exercised  his  judgment       1816. 
upon  the  subject,  since  he  permitted  the  girl  to  take      Dixon 
it  into  the  kitchen  where  his  own  children  were.         v. 
If  the  jury  were  of  opinion  that  such  a  degree  of      **"* 
reasonable  caution  was  not  used  as  to  render  the 
instrument  secure  in  any  hands,  they  were  then  to 
consider  whether  the  defendant  was  not  guilty  of 
negligence  in  trusting  it  to  a  servant  of  such  an 
age,  who  under  all  the  circumstances,  was  likely 
to  make  such  an  use  of  it  as  a  person  of  greater 
discretion  would  not  have  done.     If,  upon  the 
whole,  they  were  of  opinion,  that  the  instrument 
in  such  a  state  ought  not  to  have  been  trusted  to 
such  a  person,  the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to 
their  verdict. 

His  Lordship  in  advising  the  jury  as  to  the  mea- 
cmre  of  damages,  which  they  were  to  give,  in  case 
they  deemed  the  plaintiff  entitled  to  a  verdict,  in- 
formed them,  that  with  respect  to  two  items, 
which  it  had  appeared  in  evidence,  were  due  as 
fees  to  a  physician  and  surgeon,  who  had  attended 
the  plaintiff's  son,  (but  "who  had  not  yet  been  paid,) 
that  as  to  the  surgeon's  bill,  they  were  to  consider 
the  amount  as  paid  by  the  plaintiff,  since  the  sur- 
geon could  compel  the  payment  of  it  as  a  legal 
debt,  but  that  the  physician's  fees  could  not  be 
taken  into  the  account,  since  they  had  not  been 
actually  paid,  and  he  could  not  enforce,  the  pay- 
ment by  action. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  100^ 

Topping 


V 


SS8 


CASES  AT  NISI  PRIUS, 


1816. 


'j 


gun  and  presented  it  at  the  boy,  sayi' 
would  shoot  him,  and  immediately  % 
were  discharged  in  his  face ;  in 
which,  one  eye  was  lost,  several  '  ' 
and  his  face  was  much  laceratec' 

The  Attorney-General  for 
tended,   that  he  was  not  ' 
which  had  been  done,  r 
precautions  as  he  suppo: 
ficient  to  prevent  any  i 


Lord  Ellenbgro 
they  were  to  consi' 
had  been  guilty  f 
an  instrument  t 
the  instrument 
gerous  one,  1^ 
tion  was,  w! 
caution  hi 
before  it 
Mulattf 
would 


incuttibtttt  ^ 

^trument  safe  ^ 
^lUg  he  had  rend^** 
^e  ordered  the  priinitig  ^ 
a  order  did  not  go  so  fitf  <^ 
.  lie,  and  Lemon  did  not  go  beyond 
^  he  mischief  happened  for  want  w 
ctual  care,  and  it  is  incumbent  upod  * 
^        .s  ho  loads  such  an  instrument  so  to  dealnrith 
d  effectually  to  prevent  accidents. 

Bayley  J.-^He  ought  to  have  put  it  beyond 
the  reach  of  danger. 

Riderefusedi 


appe 
wit' 


L. 


CASf^  At  Ni6t  flilVt, 

« 

Toppk^  afld  HoU  fot  thi  |daiiitiff. 
The  AtMitetf'Qejietal  for  the  dcfetidiiit 

[Attomies»  HariUjf  md  C/^ioiM*^ 


In  the  ensuing  terrt,  the  Ammey-GeMTatmofeA 
for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  verdict  should 
not  be  set  aside,  and  a  new  trial  had  otl  the  ground 
that  the  defendant  had  done  every  thing  that  in 
point  of  care  and  prudence  he  (iould  be  called 
upon  to  do,  and  that  as  he  had  put  the  gun  into 
Mch  a  situation  as  in  his  opinion  rendered  it  per- 
fectly safe,  he  had  not  been  guilty  of  such  6i]i» 
pable  negligence  as  to  be  liable  in  an  action. 

Lord  Ellekborouor.  —  It  was  in(!attibeAt  Ofl 
the  defendant  to  render  the  instrument  dafe  and 
innoxious,  which  by  charging  he  had  renddted 
Capable  of  mischief  He  ordered  the  priming  t<> 
be  taken  out,  but  that  order  did  not  go  so  far  aa 
it  should  have  done,  and  Lemon  did  not  g6  beyond 
the  order.  The  mischief  happened  for  want  ot 
taking  effectual  care,  and  it  is  incumbent  upon  a 
party  who  loads  such  an  instrument  so  to  deal  with 
it,  as  effectually  to  prevent  accidents. 

BaItlev  J.  -^  He  ought  to  have  put  it  beyond 

the  reach  of  danger. 

Rule  refused* 
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HfiLLiER  and  Another  v.  Franklin. 


'pHIS  was  an  action  by  WiUiam  HelUer  and  Abondcon^ 
Richard  Hellier^  as  the  executors  of  Richard  ^"^"^  ^^ 
HelUer f  who  was  the  executor  of  Til^  HelUer,  of  a  specified 
against  the  defendant,  who  was  the  excutrix  of  •""**®^» 

MJ1  -ri        WW  i.'i.'i  after  the  death 

Abraham  Franklin,,  upon  his  bond.  of  b.  and  c^ 

and  the  sur- 

The  condition  of  the  bond,  recited  a  family  ^JaTbear  J-*"* 
arrangement,  from  which  it  appeared,  that  Tilly  temt  after  the 
HeUier  and  Abraham  Franklin  had  married  two  ^^^Jj 
sisters,  the  daughters  of  —  Clayton,  who  intended  though  the  en- 
to  have  given  them  equal,  fortunes,  and  that  the  ^^^^^ 
sum  of  500/.  had  been  advanced  to  Franklin,  but  iimtary.   And 
that  inasmuch  as  there  was  not  a  sufficient  fund  ^^^^i^  ^® 
left  to  give  the  Jike  sum  as  a  portion  to  the  wife  of  payable  on  a 
Tilfy  HelUer,  the  condition  was,  that  if  Abraham  contingency, 
Franklin  died  without  issue  begotten  on  the  body  of  in  tuch  caae 
Lydia  Clay  ton,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  administra-  ^^"^  ****" 
tors,  should  and  would  afler  the  deaths  of  Abraham  piea  of  pay- 
FrankUn^ucidLydia  his  wife,  and  the  survivorof  them,  »»«nt,  accord- 
pay  to  the  said  Titty  Hettier,  &c.  the  sum  of  500^   i^^^of'hT 

bondythe  de- 

Pleas:  1.  Non  est  factum:  2.  Payment  accord-  [t!£tor 
ing  to  the  condition  of  the  bond.  verdict  on  that 

issuey  on  proof 
mr  1  of  payment  of 

There  was  also  a  third  plea  in  the  nature  of  a  the  principal 
plea  of  solvit  post  diem.  ^^"*  '"• 

g».  whether 
ia  such  case  after  payment  of  the  principal,  an  action  can  bt  maintained  for  the  interest  only. 

Kepli- 
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1816.  Replication  to  the  second  plea,  traversing  tlic 

HxLLiER     payment  according  to  the  condition  of  the  bond, 
and  Another  and  there  was  a  corresponding  replication  to  the 
Vra^klik.   third  plea. 

Abraham  FranJcUn  survived  his  wife,  and  died 
on  the  20th  of  January  1808,  having  married  a 
second  wife,  who  was  his  executrix,  and  the  pre- 
seBt  defendant.    On  the  25th  oi  Atigmt\%\Oj  the 
^  defendant  paid  the  500/.  mentioned  in  the  bond 

to  one  Stevenson^  who  paid  it  over  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  question  was,  whether  the  plaintiffii  were 
entitled  to  recover  interest  on  the  500^  during  the 
interval  between  the  time  of  the  death  of  TUbf 
HelUeTj  and  the  payment  of  the  principal. 

Baylejf  for  the  defendant  contended,  in  the  first 
place,  that  since  the  engagement  was  voluntary  on 
tjie  part  of  Abraham  Franklin^  the  sura  would  not 
carry  interest  without  an  express  stipulation  to 
that  effect ;  and  in  general  that  interest  was  not 
payable  without  either  an  express  stipulation  ap- 
pearing on  the  face  of  the  instrument,  or  an  im- 
plied one,  arising  by  inference  of  law  from  a  legal 
debt. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  Have  you  any  pase 
where  it  has  been  held  that  a  voluntary  gift  will 
not  bear  interest  after  the  time  for  payment  has 
expired. 

Bayley 
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jB^i!^^  admitted  that  he  had  not ;  but  attempted       ^S16> 
to  distinguish  the  present  case  from  those  in  which     Hkllier 
the  principal  was  made  payable  on  request,  or  upon  and  Another 
a  day  certain,  since  in  this  it  was  payable  not  only    yrasklih. 
not  on  a  day  certain,  but  on  a  contingency. 

Lord  Ellenborough  held,  that  since  the  sum 
was  made  payable  on  the  death  of  the  survivor, 
and  no  other  time  was  mentioned,  the  plaintiiis 
were  entitled  to  interest,  to  be  computed  from  that 
time. 

Bayley  then  contended,  that  as  issue  had  been 
joined  on  the  fact  of  payment,  and  since  it  ap- 
peared that  the  principal  had  been  paid,  that  issue 
must  be  found  for  the  defendant.    ^ 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  The  issue  is  upon  pay- 
ment, according  to  the  condition  of  the  bond,  and 
the  payment  was  not  according  to  the  condition. 

Bayley  then  contended,  that  the  plaintiffs  could 
not,  after  receiving  the  principal,  maintain  an  ac- 
tion for  the  interest,  and  he  cited  the  case  of 
Dickson  v.  Parkes^  1  Esp.  1 10.  where  in  an  action 
upon  a  respondentia  bond,  to  which  there  was  a 
plea  of  solvit  post  diem^  and  it  appeared  that  the 
principal  had  been  paid.  Lord  Kenyon  held,  that 
the  action  could  not  be  maintained  for  the  interest 
only. 

Scarlett 
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1816.  Scarktt  for  the  plaintiffs  answered*  that  the  ques- 

^*^J]j[^J^^  tion  was,  whether  the  defendant  had  paid  the 

and  Another  money  according  to  the  condition  of  the  bond,  and 

*.    *'         that  the  payment  of  the  principal  without  interest, 

was  not  a  payment  according  to  the  condition  of 

the  bond. 

Lord  Ellenborough  allowed  the  jribintiff  to 
recover  giving  the  defendant  liberty  to  move  the 
point  (a) 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  6^L  VJs.  8d» 

\ 

m 

Scarktt  and  Gaselee  for  the  plaintiff 
Baylejf  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomiesy  Cardah  and  MiyriekS] 


{a)  The  point  wu  not  moYed. 


Thursday,  JaMES  GoRDON  V.  HarET  GoRDON. 

June  6. 

In  an  action  of  'pHIS  was  an  action  of  covenant 

covenant  it  is 

imd»thc*piea      '^^  declaration   contained  covenants  on  the 
€Jinonest        part  of  the  defendant;    1.  That  if  the  plaintiff 

"t^dewi*^-    '^^^^^^  ^^  living  at  the  end  of  five  years  from  the 
tatna  material    date  of  the  deed,  the  defendant  would  pay  him  for 

qualifications 

of  the  coYcnantt  set  out,  which  qualifications  are  not  noticed  in  the  dedaratioiu 

3  the 
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the  remainder  of  his  life,  an  annuity  of  300/. ;       ^^^^* 
Sdly.  That  at  the  end  of  ten  years,  the  defendant   j.  Gmdo v 
would  pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  4,5002.  with  9. 

interest.  .  «•  ^*~"- 

Breaches  were  alleged  in  the  non-payment  of 
the  annuity  for  eight  years,  and  in  the  non-pay- 
ment of  the  sum  Of  4,50011 

Pleas :  1.  Nan  est  factum :  and  Sd,  that  the  deed 
had  been  obtained  by  fraud  and  covin. 

Upon  reading  the  deed  in  evidence,  it  appeared 
that  it  contained  a  proviso  (not  noticed  in  the 
declaration)  that  if  Harry  Gordon  the  defendant 
should  be  evicted  from  certain  plantations  men- 
tioned in  the  deed,  either  by  the  crown  or  by  any 
person  claiming  by  grant  from  the  crown,  then 
the  annuity  and  sum  of  4,500^  should  not  be  pay- 
able. 

Jones  for  the  defendant,  submitted  that  this  pro- 
mo so  qualified  the  covenant  declaration,  that  it 
m^ht  to  have  been  stated  upon  the  record. 

Lord  Ellenborouoh.  —  By  taking  proper  st^ps, 
fbe  proviso  might  have  been  introduced  upon  the 
lecord,  and  the  defendant  might  have  demurred; 
iNit  no  advantage  can  be  taken  upon  the  plea  of 
J^an  est  factum. 

Verdii^  for  1^e  plaiqftiff. 

Marryatt 
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1816.  Marryatt  for  the  plaintiff. 

J.  Gordon 

V.  D.  F.  Janes  for  the  defendant. 

H.  Gordon. 

[Attoniiesi  Saxon  and  Emmett.j 


Pasmore  v.  Bousfield. 

Assumpot—  'T'HIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit,  upon  an  attor* 

Swt^thL***'  ^^y'^  ^^^  ^^^  *^^  defendant  had  pleaded  in 

A.  and  B.  the  abatement,  that  several  persons  named  in  the  plea 
*^jf^  ^  ^*  being  the  assignees  of  Hunter^  a  bankrupt,  and 
ought  to  have  Others  being  the  assignees  of  Eastbum  a  bankrupt, 
been  joined,  it  pught  to  have  been  joined  as  co-defendants. 

18  not  sufficient        ^  '' 

for  the  defend-^ 

ant  to  prove  Topping  for  the  defendant,  contended,  that  it 
**^*"**^-  would  be  sufficient  for  him  in  the  first  instance  to 
aignees,  he  prove  that  the  persons  -named  in  the  plea  had 
mutt  prove  actcd  as  the  assignees  of  the  bankrupts,  for  wbon^ 
•orither^ySc  coujointly  with  the  defendant,  the  ^business  ha4 
production  of    been  done  j 

the  anignment 

Sieadm^idon  ^^^  Lord  Ellenborough  held,  that  less  than 
of  the  plaintiff  proof  of  the  assignment  itself  would  not  satisfy  the 

to  that  efiect. 

A  bill  delivered  by  the  plaintiff  for  businett  done  for  the  oisurtd  (the  defendant  being 
one,)  but  in  which  he  debits  the  defendant  with  three-sevenths  only  of  the  whole  amount, 
it  frimi  facie  evidence,  (the  defendant  having  pleaded  in  abatement)  that  the  action  wat 
brought  to  recover  the  defendant's  particular  share  only. 

If  persons  separately  interested  in  aliquot  parts  of  a  ship  employ  a  joint  agent,  they  are 
liable  in  the  aggregate. 

aUe- 


EASTER  TERM,  56  GEORGE  III.  S07 

alli^gation,  unless  indeed  the  SblcI  had  been  admitted       ^^^^* 
by  the  parties,  and  that  since  the  question  was,     PAaioBE 
whether  all  the  parties  had  been  disclosed  whom         v. 
the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  sue,  if  it  appeared  on   ^^^^^^^ 
the  face  of  the  assignments  that  there  were  other 
assignees  who  had  not  been  named  in  the  plea,  it 
would  falsify  the  plea. 

It  appeared  that  Bausfietd  the  defendant  had 
been  jointly  interested  with  the  bankrupts  in  the 
ship  JameSf  which  interest  had  been  insured,  and 
that  the  business  had  been  done  by  the  plaintiff 
on  behalf  of  the  assured.  An  account  was  given 
in  evidence,  which  had  been  delivered  by  the 
plaintiff,  in  which  not  Bou^ld  alone,  but  the 
assured  were  made  his  debtors,  and  in  which  he 
charged  Bousfield  separately  with  three-sevenths 
of  the  whole  charge,  which  amounted  to  lOlOil  S^« 
It  also  appeared  that  Robinson  and  another,  who 
were  not  named  in  the  plea,  had  been  appointed 
assignees. 

Lord  Ellenborouoh.  —  The  issue  is  upon  the 
plea,  that  these  are  the  parties  whom  he  must 
sue  who  are  named  in  the  plea.  Now  in  the  ac- 
count, the  assured  are  made  the  debtors,  but  it 
appears  that  Robinson  and  another  person  who  are 
assignees,  have  not  been  named  in  the  plea,  which 
is  therefore  Msified, 

It  was  then  contended,  that  the  account  at  all 

•vents,  would  operate  in  reduction  of  damages^ 

VOL.  I.  X  siact 
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1816.       since  the  plaintiff  had  debited  the  defendant  with 
'  PA8MORE     three-sevenths  only  of  the  whole  amount. 

BousniLD.  Q^  ^Yie  other  side  it  was  contended,  that  the 
only  question  in  issue  was,  whether  those  named 
in  the  plea  were  jointly  liable,  and  that  such  plea 
being  found  against  the  defendant,  he  would  be 
liable  to  the  whole  of  the  joint  account. 

• 

Lord  Ellenborouoh.  —  I  consider  the  case  just 
the  same  as  if  the  plea  were  not  upon  the  record, 
and  as  if  this  was  an  inquiry  as  to  the  quantum 
of  damages  before  a  sheriff;  then  the  account  shews 
that  the  assured  were  considered  by  the  plaintiff 
as  separately  liable,  and  is  evidence  to  shew  that 
the  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  particular 
share  with  which  the  defendant  was  charged.  This 
evidence  would  come  to  nothing  if  it  could  be 
shewn  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  jointly  retained 
by  the  assured. 

It  appeared  afterwards,  that  the  account  had 
been  accompanied  by  a  conditional  ofier  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff,  that  if  the  defendant  would 
pay  three-sevenths  of  the  amount  of  the  bill  (which 
was  his  share,  estimated  in  proportion  to  his  in- 
terest,) he,  the  plaintifi^  would  endeavour  to  pro- 
cure payment  from  the  rest ;  but  that  the  business 
had  been  done  on  the  joint  account  of  the  assured. 

Topping  contended^  that  the  defendant  was  not 
liable  for  more  than  his  proportional  ahare^  accord- 
ing 
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iflg  to  his  interest  in  the  vessel,  whidi  finim  the  ^    1U6. 
account  appeared  to  be  three-sevenths. 

Lord  Ellenborouoh.  —  If  persons  sqMurateljr 
interested  in  aliquot  parts,  employ  a(  joint  agent» 
they  are  liable  in  the  aggregate,  for  they  are  trusted 
as  partners ;  if  the  plaintiffi  had  said,  I  look  to  him 
for  three-sevenths  only,  as  what  is  separately  due 
from  him,  the  case  would  have  been  different. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  whole  amount 

Scarlett  and  Nolan  for  the  plaintiff 
Topping  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornies,  Pasm9re  and  T$mlbuoni  V  Gsb] 


Gronino  and  Others  v.  Mendham. 
ASSUMPSIT  for  goods  sold  and  delivered.  j^  ^^^^  ^ 

goods  recovcn 

.  The  defendant  had  purchased  of  the  plaintiflS,  "^^ T"""*^ 

*      -  .        *  an  action  of 

who  were  foreign  merchants,  a  quantity  of  smalts,  trover  agidnn 

the  capuin  o£ 
die  vetself  to  whom  they  have  been  delivered  on  the  vendee't  acioount»  he  cannot  aftet^ 
warda  in  an  action  brotight  by  the  vendor  for  the  amoont,  contend  chat  there  has  been  ao 
delivery  to  him,  —  Although  the  captain  refuted  to  deliver  the  goods  at  the  instaaot 
«f  the  vendor,  and  a]^0|^  the  vendee  has  dot  hid  jiM%aHat  b  the  icdoa  of  troveiw 

X  2  which 


MXMDHAM, 
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IS\6.      which  were  to  be  paid  for  by  a  bill  of  exchange 
^  GftoNiNo  *  ^P^^  delivery.     The  smalts  were  accordingly  ship- 
and  Others    ped  on  board  the  Euphrates  to  the  order  of  the  de- 
fendant, and  the  bill  of  lading  was  indorsed  to  and 
delivered  to  the  defendant,  but  he  not  having  ac- 
cepted the  bill  (as  stipulated)  in  payment,  San^ 
Jbrdj  the  captain  of  the  Euphrates^  refused  at  the 
instance  of  the  plaintiffi  to  deliver  the  goods*    The 
defendant  then  brought  an  action  against  the  cap- 
tain for  the  value  of  the  goods,  and  had  obtained  a 
verdict,  but  the  amount  had  been  left  for  subse- 
quent ascertainment,  and  it  had  been  agreed  that 
if  the  present  plaintifis  should  recover,  the  damages 
in  the  two  actions  should  be  set  off  against  each 
other. 

Toppingf  for  the  defendant,  contended,  that  un- 
der these  circumstances  the  plaintiffi  were  not  en- 
titled to  recover  for  goods  sold  and  delivered^  since 
it  appeared  that  they  had  by  their  own  act  pre- 
vented the  delivery. 

Lord  Ellenborough. — And  therefore  tliey  were 
liable  in  tort,  and  damages  have  actually  been  re- 
covered ;  this  assumes  a  right  of  property  in  the 
defendant,  and  therefore  a  delivery  which  was  ne- 
cessary to  vest  the  property  in  him.  If  I  deliver 
goods  for  another,  and  afterwards  stop  them  before 
he  actually  receives  them,  I  may  maintain  assump- 
isit  for  them,  though  I  should  be  liable  to  an  ac- 
tion of  trespass  for  having  stopt  them.  Here  there 
was  a  delivery  antecedent  to  the  stoppage,  and  with- 
out 
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out  such  a  delivery  the  defendant  would  not  have  ^^^S> 

been  able  to  recover.     If  the  plaintiffs  could  not  Grohino 

maintain  the  present  action  the  consequence  would  and  Qthert 

be,  that  the  defendant  would  have  received  the  jj^u^^ 
value  of  the  goods,  and  yet  not  be  liable  to  pay  for 
them. 

Topping  and  Curwood  then  contended,  that  inas* 
much  as  the  defendant  had  merely  obtained  a  verdict 
for  a  sum  which  had  not  yet  been  ascertained,  and 
which  had  not  been  followed  up  by  any  judgment,  it 
was  not  certain  that  the  defendant  would  ultimately 
receive  the  amount  of  the  goods,  and  that  there 
was  a  distinction  between  a  mere  verdict  and  a 
judgment  entered  up  which  might  have  been  con- 
sidered as  a  satisfaction  in  lieu  of  the  delivery  of 
the  goods- 
Lord  Ellenborough. — The  verdict  cannot  now 
be  set  aside,  and  the  only  question  is  as  to  the 
amount  of  the. damages  which  remain  to  be  ascer-  ' 
tained  by  the  arbitrator.  The  bringing  of  the 
action  by  the  defendant  supposes  a  delivery  to 
him. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  4t70L 

The  Attomey-General  for  the  plaintiff. 

Topping  and  Cvrwood  for  the  defendant^>  >    «. 

([Attoniir^  Kaje  &^  G0.  and  Euki.\       y^-     .;.^' 

X  9  la 


*» 
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1816. 


GsoKina 
ind  Others 

MlNDHAM. 


In  the  ensuing  term  Topping  moved  for  a  rule 
to  shew  cause  why  the  verdict  should  not  be  set 
aside  and  a  new  trial  had.  He  moved  this  on  the 
same  grounds  as  were  objected  upon  at  the  trials 
viz.  that  the  delivery  had  been  prevented  by  col- 
lusion between  the  plaintiff  and  the  captain  of  the 
Euphrates^  and  that  the  defendant  had  neither  re- 
ceived the  goods  nor  any  compensation  for  them. 

Lord  Ellenborough. — 'As  between  the  vendor 
and  vendee  the  delivery  was  as  complete  when 
the  goods  were  put  on  board  the  shipy  as  if  they  had 
been  deposited  in  the  warehouse  of  the  defendant 
on  land.  After  the  goods  had  once  been  delivered 
the  defendant's  right  attached,  which  could  not  af- 
terwards be  affected  by  the  tortious  act  of  the  cap- 
tain. If  the  party  be  guilty  of  any  tortious  act 
after  the  delivery,  it  becomes  the  subject  matter  of 
an  action,  but  a  subsequent  collusion  with  the  cap- 
tain cannot  defeat  the  previous  delivery.  In  this 
very  case  you  have  the  value  of  the  goods,  since  it 
has  been  agreed  upon  that  the  damages  in  the  two 
actions  shall  be  set  off  against  each  other. 

Bayley,  J.  —  If  the  goods  had  been  arrested 
whilst  they  were  m  transitn^  I  should  have  assented 
in  a  great  measure  to  the  argument  of  the  defend- 
ant's counsel,  but  the  transiius  was  at  an  end  and 
the  case  is  the  same  as  if  the  goods,  after  delivery 
in  the  defendant's  warehouse,  had  been  tortiously 

9  seized^ 
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•eizedy  and  their  value  had  been  recovered  in  an  \^\^* 
action  of  trespass.  The  putting  the  goods  on  board  Gimmhho 
the  ship  might  or  might  not  as  between  the  vendor .  and  Other« 
and  vendee  of  the  goods  have  amounted  to  a  deli-  M^uj^g^ 
very.  But  the  defendant  insisted,  that  the  delivery 
was  complete,  and  by  bringing  an  action  against 
the  captain  affirmed,  that  he  considered  the  goods 
to  have  been  delivered  to  him,  and  he  has  recovered 
damages  not  only  for  the  detention,  but  for  the 
value  of  the  goods,  which  might  much  exceed  the 
price  paid  to  Groning  and  Co.  The  recovery  in  that 
action  passed  the  property  to  the  defendant  in  the 
action,  and  gave  Sanfbrd  a  right  to  hold  the  goods, 
and  he  is  identified  with  the  plaintiffiu  The  only 
question  in  short  is,  as  to  the  delivery  of  the  goods 
to  the  defendant,  and  in  the  action  which  he  brought 
he  founded  his  claim  upon  a  delivery  to  him. 

HoLROTD  J.  —  Hie  defendant,  by  bringing  an 
action  of  trover,  has  affirmed  a  delivery  to  himself. 
By  adopting  that  form  of  action  he  alleges  a  posses- 
sion in  himself  and  an  unlawful  taking  of  the  goods 
by  the  defendant  Having  recovered  in  an  action 
of  trover,  which  he  could  not  have  done  without 
possession,  he  cannot  now  say  that  there  haa  been 

no  delivery  to  him. 

Rule  refused* 


x4 
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tTidzy,  England  v.  Roper. 

J^ine  7* 

In  proving  tht  'J'HIS  WES  an.action  by  the  plaintifi^  who  was  ad- 
^d"^k  h  not  ministratof  cfe  bonis  non^  on  a  bond  conditioned 
necessary  that  for  the  payment  of  S000/«    Flea  Non  est  factum. 

the  attesting 
^tness  should 

be  able  to  lute  The  witness  who  was  called  to  prove  the  execu- 
^  fflw"^  *^»  of  the  bond,  which  bore  date  June  27,  1811, 
at  the  time  of  upon  cross^cxamination,  said  that  he  did  not  know 
****^^*^       whether  at  the  time  oS  the  execution  the  blanks  in 

the  bond  had  been  filled  up  with  the  sums  and 

date,  &c. 

Toppmgy  for  the  defendant,  contended,  that  it 
was  necessary  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to  prove 
that  the  bond  was  complete  at  the  time  it  wa&  exe- 
cuted. 

But  Lord  Ellenborough,  in  addressing  the  jury, 
said :  The  execution  has  been  proved  in  the  usual 
way,  and  if  an  instrument  signed  and  sealed  by  the 
party  could  be  set  aside  because  the  witness  does 
not  recollect  whether  it  was  filled  up  at  the  time  of 
the  execution,  there  are  very  few  which  would 
stand  the  test.  Where,  for  instance,  a  will  is  exe- 
cuted, aqd  servants  are  called  in  for  the  purpose 
of  attestation,  they  in  general  see  nothing  more 
than  the  signature.  If  the  blanks  were  not  filled 
iq>  at  the  time  of  the  executioD^  the  party  acknow- 

.    ,  ledged 


Roper. 
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ledged  nothing ;  but  the  presumption  is,  that  by      l^lB. 
•  his  execution  of  the  instrument,  he  made  some  ac-    eJJ2lan» 
knowledgment.    The  witness  has  proved  the  seal-      ^  ». 
ing  and  delivery,  which  is  all  that  ninety-nine  wit- 
nesses in  a  hundred  are  able  to  do.     If  the  de- 
fendant has  been  foolish  enough  to  sign  in  blank 
he  must  take  the  consequences. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  Attorney-General  and  Heath  for  the  plaintiff. 
Topping  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomies,  Ailemad  Pearjon^'J 


Doe  on  the  Demise  of  Biddle  v.  Abrahams. 


'pmS  was  an  action  brought  by  the  assignees  of  A.whodaimt 
Brahaniy  a  bankrupt,  to  recover  the  possession  ^^^^  b.  at  a 
of  premises  of  which  the  defendant  was  in  pos-  security  for  a 
session,   for  the  purpose  t)f  securing  a  debt  of  ^^^11^^*** 
1800/.  due  to  him  from  the  bankrupt.  ejectment 

against  the 
assignees  of  B. 

It  appeared  that  the  title  of  the  bankrupt  was  after  iiis  badt- 
founded  on  a  lease  of  the  premises  from  the  crown,  ™P^*  ?*  ** 
for  a  term  of  which  seventy  years  were  unexpired,   tke  grant  under 

which  B.  de« 

Toppings  for  the  defendant,  objected  that  the  ft^the 
plaintiiSI  were  not  ^itxtled  to  recoveri  since  their  i*  void. 

claim 
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1816.      daim  was  founded  on  a  grant  from  the  crown  for  a 

j^^       term  exceeding  fifty  years,  but  by  the  statute  1  Amu 

Demise  of    St.  1.  c.  ?•  all  leases  of  lands  granted  by  the  crown 

BizxDLB     fQj-  any  term  exceeding  fifty  years,  or  three  lives,  to 

Abrahams,   commence  from  the  making,  were  declared  to  be 

illegal. 

.  Lord  Ellenborough,  after  inquiring  whether 
some  more  recent  act  had  not  been  passed  upon 
this  subject,  said,  that  as  the  defendant  was  in  pos- 
session under  the  bankrupt,  and  prima  fade  derived 
title  from  him,  he  should  permit  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintifi^  to  recover. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Scarlett  and  Comyn  for  the  plaintiff. 
Topping  and  Marry att  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornief,  Majbnv  ind  Curwen.1 


Sandback  v.  Thomas. 

^■Vj?^^   'J'HIS  was  an  action  for  maliciously  holding  the 
iMlding  the  plaintiff  to  bail  for  the  sum  of  300/.  and  oblig- 

pbintiff  to  bail  jng  him  to  find  bail,  by  means  of  which  he  was  put 

he  M  entitled     ,  ^  «      "^  '^ 

in  the  calculi,  to  great  expence,  &c. 

tioAolda*  ^ 

»>S»  torecofti>  abt  ngdty  thrtyaid  coiti,|i^t)ie  ccitt  at  bfttmm  attwraey  andLdkai^ 

The 
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The  defendant,  after  the  plaintiff  had  appeared,       1816. 
allowed  himself  to  be  nonsuited,  and  the  costs  of  sakmack* 

the  present  plaintiff  had  been  taxed.  «• 

Thomas. 

Parke  J  for  the  defendant,  contended,  that  in  the 
calculation  of  damages  the  plaintiff  would  not  be 
entitled  to  claim  for  costs,  as  between  attorney  and 
.client,  but  only  for  the  amount  of  the  taxed  costs ; 
.and  he  cited  the  case  of  Sinclair  and  Eldie,  4  Taunt. 
10.  where  it  had  been  decided,  that  in  an  action 
for  a  malicious  prosecution,  the  defendant  could 
not  be  charged  with  the  plaintifi^s  extra  costs. 

Lord  Ellenborouoh. — If,  by  your  act  you  sub- 
ject a  party  to  a  legal  liability  to  pay  a  sum  to  ano* 
ther,  you  must  indemnify  him  against  such  ex* 
pences ;  if  it  were  otherwisct  it  would  come  to 
this,  that  an  attorney  would  not  maintain  fui  action 
against  his  client  for  the  extra  costs. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff 

The  AttoTTieif 'General s^nd  Onm/n  for  the  plaintiC 
Parke  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomici,  Wutsmt  and  (kvffer  fSt  Lowt."] 


SOS 


CASES  AT  NISI  PRIUS, 


181«. 


Doe  on  the  Demise  of  Moore  t;.  Lawdeb. 


In  an  a^rcc-     HTHIS  was  an  action  of  ejectment. 

snent  for  the        "*■ 
tale  of  lease- 
hold premises        In  March  1813,  Moorr  being  tenant  to  Houghs 

^  bsuime^ts,  '^»  entered  into  articles  of  agreement  with  the  de- 
it  is  stipulated  fendant  for  the  sale  of  his  lease.  This  agreement 
Aat  in  default   ^^^^^^    ^^^  LawdcT  had  contracted  with  Afoor^ 

of  payment  ot  '  j     /• 

the  mstaimento  for  the  purchase  of  the  leasehold  premises,  and  of 
at  specified      j^jg  business  of  a  baker,  for  the  sum  of  600A,  of 

tunesy  the  ■ 

former  instai-  which  the  sum  of  150L  was  to  be  paid  at  or  before 

Trf^*  ?*"  d^  *^®  ^^SP^^S  of  the  agreement,  and  50/.  mcwe  on  the 

the  Tendor  Ist  of  Juljf  then  next^  and  SOL  more  at  the  end  of 

shall  not  be  every  succeeding  six  months,  till  the  whole  should 

^^,    *  °  be  paid  J  and  it  was  stipulated,  that  when  and  so 
The  forfeit-  soon  as  the  Consideration  money  and  interest  should 

^oy"^iy  'have  been  paid,  Moore  should  and  would  assign  the 

right  which  leasehold  premises,  and  all  his  interest  therein,  to 

toA^undw  the  ^^^^^y  subject  to  the  coveuants  in  the  lease  from 
agreement,  but  Houghtou;  and  LcPwdcT  agreed  that  he  would  pay 
does  not  aflr«:t   ^.j^^  reserved  rent  of  50/.  and  perform  the  covedants 

any  nght  of       .       ,      ,  i    i        •  /» 

possession        m  the  Icasc ;  and  that  in  case  any  of  the  instahnents^ 

&c.  should  be  behind  hand  or  unpaid  for  the  space 
of  one  month  over  the  time  at  which  the  same  was 


which  he  had 
before. 

And  no  pre- 
^rious  right 
being  proved) 
{tembie)  the 
party  after 

fbrfeiturey  is  a  mere  tenant  by  sufferance*  and  it  is  sufficient  for  the  owner  previous  to  an 
ejectment  to  enter  upon  the  premises,  indicating  his  intention  to  take  possession  without 
■laking  any  fcnrmal  demand  of  possession. 

should 


payable,  that  then  and  in  such  case  the  instalments 
already  paid  should  be  forfeited,  and  that  Moore 
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sot 


should  not  be  compellable  to  assign  and  convey  the 
premises  to  Lawder.  No  instalment  had  been  paid 
except  that  which  became  due»  July  the  1st,  1813, 
but  the  rent  had  been  duly  paid,  and  under  these 
circumstances  it  was  contended  that  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  recover. 


1816. 


Dor 
Demise  of 

MOORB 

V: 

LAWlUUt* 


The  ^Attomei^'General,  for  the  defendant,  con- 
tended, that  the  true  construction  of  the  agree- 
ment was,  that  upon  default  of  the  payment  of  the 
instalments  the  right  of  the  defendant  to  an  assign- 
ment of  tlie  lease  should  be  forfeited;  but  that  he 
was  still  left  in  possession  as  a  tenant  from  year  to 
year,  having  paid  rent,  or  was  remitted  to  such  in- 
terest as  he  had  before  in  the  premises,  and  there 
was  nothing  to  shew  that  at  the  time  of  the  agree- 
ment he  had  newly  entered  into  possession. 

Lord  £LLENBOROUGH.-«-This  is  a  contract  for  the 
purchase  of  a  leasehold  interest  for  the  sum  of 
600L  to  be  paid  by  instalments,  the  premises  to  b^ 
assigned  when  the  whole  of  the  instalments  shall 
have  been  regularly  paid,  but  on  default  of  pay- 
ment the  former  instalments  to  be  forfeited,  and 
the  party  to  be  released  from  his  liability  to  execute 
ao  assignment.  The  forfeiture  then  afiects  eviery 
right  to  be  derived  by  the  defendant  from  the 
agreement ;  but  if  he  before  had  any  right,  that 
would  not  be  affected.  The  only  tenancy  which 
is  applicable  to  the  defendant  is  that  of  a  tenant  by 
sufferance,  for  the  payment  of  rent  is  referable  to 
the  agreement.    With  a  view  to  this  point  I  will 

admit 
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1816.      admit  the  plaintiff  to  give  evidence  of  a  demand  of 
the  possession. 


«• 


It  was  then  proved,  that  on  the  20th  of         ,  a 

Lawoiiu    written  demand  of  possession  had  been  left  upon 

the  premises  with  the  defendant's  wife,  and  that  an 

oral  demand  had  been  made  on  the  24th,  which  was 

the  day  of  the  demise  laid  in  the  declaration. 

The  Attorney-General  oh]ecttdL^  that  notice  ought 
to  have  been  given  to  produce  the  written  demand 
of  possession,  which  was  more  than  a  mere  notice; 
a  demand  was  to  be  proved,  and  that  being  in 
writing  ought  to  be  proved  by  the  best  evidence. 
As  to  the  demand  on  the  S4th,  that,  he  said,  was 
out  of  the  question,  since  the  demise  was  laid  on 
that  day,  and  the  law  would  not  recognize  a  firac* 
tion  of  a  day. 

Lord  Ellenborough. — If  the  party  went  xxpaa 
the  premises  indicating  his  intention  to  take  posses- 
sion,  he  did  all  that  the  law  requires.  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  no  demand  at  all  was  necessary* 

Verdict  for  the  plainti£ 

Toppng  and  Littledale  for  the  plaintiff, 
'fhe  Attomey-General  for  the  defendant. 

[Attornittv  Chippendale  And  tFhmh^jkemJ^ 
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GUILDHALL. 


1816. 

Oldershaw,  Executor  of  Holmes  v.  Thompson.    Monday, 

Jtint  10. 

'T'HIS  was  an  action  of  covenant  brought  to  re-  Covenant -« 
cover  the  sum  of  1S9L  10s.  which  was  daitned  ^  '^^^ 
in  respect  of  the  rent  of  premises  and  fixtures  de«  defendant  can- 
mised  by  the  testator  to  the  defendant  ^  give  evi- 

genceof  tet* 
oil&under  a 

The  defendant  had  pleaded  nan  est  factum^  and  Jj^^^^J*^ 
given  notice  of  set  off.  The  plea  of 

new  utfaHum 

It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  plaintifl^  that  nd  issue. 
the  defendant  having  merely  given  notice  of  set-off 
without  pleading,  could  not  be  admitted  to  give  evi-  ' 
dence  of  it.  The  statutes  S  G.  2.  c.  22.  s.  13.  and 
8  G.  2.  c.  24.  s.  4.  direct  that  where  there  are  mu- 
tual debts,  &c.  such  matter  may  be  given  in  evidence 
under  the  General  Issue  ;  but  ^at  the  plea  of  non  est 
factum  was  not  a  general  issue  to  which  the  statute 
could  be  considered  as  i^plicable,  and  that  if  the 
defendant  could  by  means  of  a  set-off  entitle  him- 
self to  a  verdict  on  this  plea»  the  plaintiff  would  be 
estopped  by  the  verdict  against  him  on  the  plea  of 
non  est  factum  in  any  future  action  to  be  brought 
on  the  bond. 

F.  Pollock, 
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1816.  F.  PoUockf  for  the  defendant,  stated,  that  a  plea 

Oldxrshaw  ^^  ^^^  est  factum  had  been  decided  to  be  a  general 
Executor  of  issue  within  the  statute. 

H0LM£S 

Thompson.  Lord  Ellenborough. — The  statute  must  mean 
a  general  issue  on  which  the  qtumtum  of  damages 
can  come  in  question,  and  if  it  has  been  decided 
otherwise,  I  think  it  has  been  wrongly  so  decided } 
if,  however,  you  produce  such  a  case,  I  shall  for  the 
present  defer  to  it.  If  the  defendant  had  pleaded 
ml  debet  improperly,  I  would  have  let  him  into 
this  evidence,  because  the  plea  would  have  led  to 
the  consideration  of  the  qtiantum.  The  plaintiff 
certainly  would  be  estopped  by  a  verdict  against 
him  on  this  plea. 

His  Lordship  afterwards  held,  that  the  plaintifli 
were  entitled  to  take  a  verdict  for  any  sum  which 
could  from  lapse  of  time  have  accrued  as  rent  since 
the  execution  of  the  bond. 

Verdict  for  202/. 

Topping  and  /.  Parke  for  the  plaintiff. 
Scarlett  and  F.  Pollock  for  the  defendant. 

[Attomies,  Rosier  ^  Son  and  Pitcifer.'] 


In  the  ensuing  term  Scarlett  for  the  defendant 
moved  for  a  new  trial.  The  statute  (he  said)  gave 
the  party  the  option  of  pleading  a  set-o£^  or  of 

10  giving 
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giving  notice  under  the  General  Issue  in  all  cases,       1816. 
one  except,  viz.  where  either  of  the  debts  accrued  oldehshaw 
by  reason  of  a  penalty  contained  in  a  bond  or  Execatorof 
specialty ;  but  the  present  case  was  not  within  the     H^^**** 
exception,  since  there  was  no  penalty.     The  plea  Thompbok* 
of  non  est  factum^  he  contended,  was  a  General 
Issue  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute ;  it  had 
been  so  held  in  the  case  of  Gower  and  his  Wife 
V.  Huntf  Barnes's  Notes,  191|  and  Buller's.  N.  P. ; 
and  in  answer  to  a  question  by  the  Court,  how 
the  judgment  should  be  entered  if  a  set  off  ex- 
ceeding the  plaintiff's  demand  should  be  proved ; 
he  answered  that  either  the  issue  of  non  estjactum 
might  be  entered  as  found  for  the  plainti£^  with 
nominal  damages,  or  the  judgment  might  be  entered 
specially  according  to  the  fact. 

Lord  Ellenborough. — The  defendant's  course 
of  proceeding  is  founded  in  a  misconception  of  the 
meaning  of  the  words  "  General  Issue ;"  by  that  is 
meant  a  plea  which  puts  the  whole  of  the  declar- 
ation in  issue.  The  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Demsonf 
at  Nisi  PriuSy  is  more  correct  than  that  which  has 
been  cited  from  Barnes. 

The  other  Judges  were  of  the  same  opinion,  but 
the  Court  afterwards  granted  a  rule  to  shew  cause 
why  the  defendant  should  not  be  permitted  to  plead 
a  set  off  on  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  former  trial. 


VOL.  I. 


3U 
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1816. 


Lawson  and  Another,  Assignees  of  Shiffner 

V.  Sherwood. 


In  an  action 
by  the  indorsee 
against  an  in- 
dorser  of  a  bill 
of  exchange^ 
a  witness  states 
that  either  two 
or  three  days 
after  the  dis- 
honour of  the 
billy  notice  was 
^ven  by  letter 
to  the  defend- 
anty  notice  in 
two  days  bdng 
in  time,  but 
notice  on  the 
third  too  late, 
it  cannot  be 
left  as  a  ques- 
tion for  the 
jury»  whether 
notice  was 
given  in  time^ 
although  the 
defendant  has 
had  notice  to 
produce  the 
letter  which 
would  ascer- 
tain the  time. 


^HIS  was  an  action  by  the  plaintiffi,  as  the  as- 
signees of  Shiffner,  a  bankrupt,  the  indorsee  of 
a  bill  of  exchange,  against  the  defendant  as  the  in- 
dorser. 

The  bill  in  question  had  been  accepted  by  Mas* 
son,  for  the  accommodation  of  Sherwood^  the  draw- 
er. Shiffher  had  indorsed  the  bill  to  Thompson^  in 
whose  hands  the  bill  was  (when  it  became  due)  on 
the  12th  of  January,  1815.  Before  the  bill  became 
due  Shiffher  applied  to  Masson  in  order  that  provi- 
sion might  be  made  for  the  bill  when  due.  The 
witness  who  was  called  to  prove  notice  to  Sherwood 
of  the  dishonour  of  the  bill  on  the  12th»  stated  that 
he  sent  a  letter  to  him  containing  such  notice,  two 
or  three  days  after  the  dishonour  of  the  bUl,  but  the 
witness  was  unable  to  state  whether  it  was  two  days 
or  three  days. 

Richardson,  for  the  plaintiffs,  contended,  that 
since  Thompson  was  the  holder  of  the  bill  when  it 
was  due,  notice  from  Shiffner  on  the  second  day 
was  in  good  time ;  and  that  although  the  witness 
could  not  state  with  certainty  whether  the  notice 
had  been  sent  on  the  second  or  third  day,  yet  since 
this  might  be  ascertained  by  the  production  of  the 

letter 
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letter  itself,  which  was  in  the  possession  of  the  de-       1816. 
fendant,  it  was  incumbent  on  him  by  the  produc-     Lawson 
tion  of  the  letter  to  shew  that  sufficient  notice  had  and  Another 
not  been  given ;  and  that,  at  all  events,  in  the  ab-    g^fj^^ 
sence  of  the  letter,  there  was  evidence  to  go  to  the         v. 
jury  that  sufficient  notice  had  been  given.  Shbewoo©. 

Lord  Ellenborough. — The  witness  says  two  or 
three  days,  but  the  third  day  would  be  too  late.  It 
lies  upon  you  to  shew,  that  notice  was  given  in  due 
time;  and  I  cannot  go  upon  probable  evidence 
without  positive  proof  of  the  fact.  Nor  can  I  infer 
due  notice  from  the  non-production  of  the  letter; 
the  only  consequence  is,  that  you  may  give  parol 
evidence  of  it.  The  onus  probandi  lies  upon  th^ 
plaintif]^  and  since  he  has  not  proved  due  notice  he 
must  be  called. 

Flainti£&  nonsuited. 

Richardson  and  HoU  for  the  plaintiffi. 


T  2 


no 
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1^1^-    ,  AfeNDHAM  and  Another  v.  Thompson  and  Another. 


A,  underUkes 
to  act  as  the 
agent  of  B.  in 
recovering  the 
amount  of  an 
insured  cargo> 
subject  to  the 
superior  claim 
of  C.  who  re- 
sides abroad. 
In  an  action 
by  B.  against 
A.  torecom 
his  propor- 
tional share  of 
the  amount 
recovered  by 
B.>  an  invoice 
sent  by  C.  but 
to  which  A«  is 
not  privy  is 
not  admissible 
in  evidence 
against  A.  in 
order  to  shew 
the  extent  of 
B/s  interest. 


'J'HIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  brought  to  re- 
cover the  sum  of  1160/. 

The  defendants,  who  were  the  agents  of  Stage* 
man  and  Bornheirriy  of  Bremen^  had  effected  insur- 
ances upon  a  cargo  of  rum  at  and  from  London  to 
Bremen^  to  the  amount  of  2900/.  The  rums  being 
lost,  the  plaintiffs  wrote  to  the  defendants  to  say 
that  they  understood  that  the  defendants  had  re- 
ceived from  Stageman  and  Co.  the  documents 
necessary  for  recovering  upon  policies,  and  to  re- 
quest them  to  secure  for  the  plaintiffs  the  sum  of 
11 60/.  to  which  they  claimed  to  be  entitled  as  own- 
ers of  two-fiflhs  of  the  cargo  j  and  giving  notice 
that  they  should  consider  them  as  liable  to  the 
plaintiffs  to  that  amount.  To  this  the  defendants 
returned  an  answer,  stating  that  they  had  no  ob- 
jection  to  act  as  the  agents  of  the  plaintifB  in  re- 
covering the  amount  insured,  subject  to  the  superior 
claims  of  Stageman  and  Co. 


The  sum  of  2900/.  the  amount  insured,  had  af- 
terwards been  paid  to  the  defendants. 

In  order  to  shew  that  the  plaintiffs  were  inte- 
rested in  the  cargo  to  the  amount  of  two^fifihs,  the 
plaintiff'  counsel  proposed  to  give  in  evidence  an 

invoice 
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invoice  made  out  by  Stageman  and  Co. ;  it  did  not       ^^^^* 
appear  that  this  invoice  was  one  of  the  documents    mewdham 
referred  to  in  the  plaintifls*  letter,  or  that  it  had  and  Another 
been  sent  by  Stageman  and  Co.  to  the  defendants,    thommow 
Bomhehrtj  the  partner  of  Stageman^  was  at  the  time  and  Aaothei. 
of  the  trial  in  England. 

Scarlett^  for  the  defendants,  contended,  that  the 
invoice  was  not  evidence  against  them,  since  it  was 
the  mere  declaration  of  Stageman  and  Co.  to  which 
they  were  not  privy,  though  he  allowed  that  it  would 
have  been  evidence  if  it  had  been  proved  to  be  one 
of  the  documents  alluded  to  in  the  plaintifis'  letter 
as  transmitted  by  Stageman  and  Co.  to  the  defends 
ants. 

The  Attomey-GeneraU  for  the  plaintiff,  con- 
tended,  that  since  th&  defendants  had  agreed  to 
become  the  agents  of  the  plaintiffi  in  recovering 
the  amount  of  the  insurance,  subject  to  the  superior 
claims  of  Stageman  and  Co.  the  declaration  of  the 
latter  as  to  the  amount  of  the  plaintifis'  interest, 
was  admissible  in  evidence. 

Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that  if  the 
invoice  had  been  one  of  the  documents  referred  to 
in  the  plaintiffs'  letter,  it  would  have  been  admissi- 
ble in  evidence,  but  that  otherwise  it  was  not,  being 
nothing  more  than  a  declaration  on  the  part  of 
StagenfUm  and  Co.  and  consequently  not  evidence 
against  a  party  who  was  not  privy  to  it. 

The  cause  was  afterwards  referred^ 
Y  3  The 
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1816.  The  Attorney-General,  Topping,  and  Curwood 

and  Another 

^    ^"  Scarlett  for  the  defendant 

Thompson 
and  Another. 


DowNES  V.  Back. 

In  in  action  T^HIS  was  an  action  on  a  bond  conditioned  for 
bg  ^«r  0^1  ^^  replacing  of  stock  on  a  particular  day.    It 

particular  day,  was  alleged,  by  Way  of  breach,  that  the  defendant 
%^^    had  not  replaced  the  stock. 

hit  dama^ 

Ae^^of of*  ^^  appeared,  that  on  the  day  specified  for  replac« 
ttock  at  the  ing  the  stock  the  value  was  S^L  and  that  on  the  day 
^  ^  ^      of  trial  it  was  63/1  and  Lord  EUenborough  held  that 

the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  claim  according  to  the 

value  upon  the  day  of  the  trial. 

Manley  for  the  plaintiff. 
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Shaw  v.  Bran.  18 16. 

TPHIS  was  an  action  of  trover  to  recover  the  value  ^  j^^^  y^^ 

of  promissory  notes,  cash  notes,  and  bank  notes,  which  a  felon, 
to  the  amount  of  1 1.5/.  and  upwards.  ^  ti^ffoA 

capital  oficnce. 

It  appeared  that  a  person  of  the  name  of  Evans^  ^^totn^ 
whilst  he  was  in  confinement  in  Warwick  gaol  on  a  other,  cannot 
charge  of  felony,  about  a  fortnight  beforie  the  assizes  ^•^^^'^^^^f 
had  executed  a  deed  of  assignment  of  his  property  of  considera* 
to  the  plaintiff.    The  deed  recited,  that  Evans  was  **^*^ 
indebted  to  Shaw^  the  plainti£^  who  was  a  coal- 
dealer  in  Warwick^  in  the  sum  of  70/.  and  also  to 
another  person  of  the  name  of  Smithy  in  the  sum  of 
17/^  and  that  Evans  was  entitled  to  certain  pro- 
perty  in  the  possession  of  Bran  (the  defendant),  a 
peace  officer,  and  to  other  property,  specified  in  a 
schedule  annexed  to  the  deed.     And  by  this  deed 
Evans  did  bargain,  sell,  assign,  and  set  over  the 
property  lately  seized  and  taken  possession  of  by 
Bran,  and  all  other  his  property,  whether  in  his 
own  custody  or  in  that  of  any  other  person  whatso- 
ever, mentioned  in  the  schedule,  in  trust  to  sell 
such  as  did  not  consist  of  money,  and  to  pay  the 
costs  of  the  assignment,  &c.  and  to  pay  the  debts 
due  from  Evans  to  Shaw  and  SmitJi. 

It  also  appeared  that  Evans^  who  had  also  been 
known  by  the  name  of  Bevan,  had  purchased  a 

Y  4  horse 
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1816.  horse  from  Slum  for  the  sura  of  SO/L  in  pajment 

Sh\w  ''^^  which  he  had  given  his  bill  for  48/.     Sham  had 

V.  afterwards  signified  to  Evans,  that  he  was  dissatis- 

Bban.  ggjj  ^j|.|^  ^Yie  bill ;  but  it  did  not  appear  that  the 

bill  had  been  dishonoured.     Evans  had  been  capi- 
tally convicted  at  the  ensuing  assizes. 

The  plaintiff  having  closed  his  case : 

Gumey  for  the  defendant,  submitted,  that  under 
these  circumstances,  the  plaintiff  ought  to  be  non- 
suited ;  and  he  cited  the  case  of  Jones  v.  Ashurst, 
SkinneTf  357.  there  the  son  brought  an  action  of 
trover  against  the  sheriff  of  London.  The  father 
who  was  afterwards  executed  for  robbery  and  bur- 
glary, being  in  Newgate  upon  this  charge,  made  a 
bill  of  sale  of  the  goods,  to  the  intent  to  make  pro- 
vision for  his  son,  the  plaintiff; 

And  Holt  C.  J.  held,  that  the  sale  was  fraudulent^ 
for  though  a  sale  bondjidef  and  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration had  been  good,  because  the  party  had  a 
property  in  the  goods  till  conviction,  and  ought  to 
be  reasonably  sustained  out  of  them,  yet  such  a 
conveyance  as  the  present  could  not  be  intended 
to  any  other  purpose  than  to  prevent  a  forfeiture 
and  defraud  the  king,  and  that  it  was  a  fraud  at 
common  law. 

That  was  the  case  of  a  conveyance  to  a  child, 
and  if  any  consideration  short  of  an  actual  debt 
could  be  good,  the  making  provision  for  a  child, 

9  would 
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would  be  as  much  favoured  as  any.  But  the  pre*  ^  1^16« 
sent  case  (he  said)  was  much  stronger;  for  al- 
though the  transactions  between  the  plaintiff  and 
Evans  were  involved  in  some  obscurity,  yet  as  far 
as  the  evidence  went,  it  tended  to  Negative  the 
recital  of  the  deed,  that  a  debt  to  the  amount  of 
70iL  was  due  to  the  plaintiff.  There  was  no  evi- 
dence to  support  the  statement  in  the  recital,  that 
a  debt  was  due,  either  to  Shcm  or  to  Smithy  it 
was  easy  to  make  that  statement,  biit  there  was  no 
evidence  whatsoever  as  to  any  debt  to  Smith;  and 
the  evidence  which  had  been  given,  rather  shewed 
a  debt  due  from  Shaxo  to  Evans  than  the  converse. 

The  Attorney-General  for  the  plaintiff,  relied  on 
the  deed  whose  execution  had  been  proved,  and 
which  recited  the  debt  due  from  Evans  to  Shaw^ 
and  also  the  debt  from  Evans  to  Smithy  the  last  of 
which  he  was  prepared  to  prove  by  other  evidence; 
this,  he  contended  was  sufficient,  as  against  the 
defendant,  who  did  not  pretend  that  he  held  the 
property  under  any  title. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  I  am  of  opinion  that 
this  deed,  executed  as  it  was,  by  the  party,  on  the 
eve  of  his  trial  for  a  capital  offence,  of  which  he 
was  afterwards  convicted,  cannot  be  supported 
i?ithout  proof  of  the  consideration.  If  there  had 
l>een  a  good  consideration,  the  assignment  would 
dave  been  valid,  although  the  object  was  to  avoid 
\  forfeiture.  A  transaction  of  this  nature  is  to  be 
r^arded  with  a  considerable  degree  of  jealousy ; 
[  should  have  expected  satisfactory  proof  of  tiie 

debt 
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1816.  .debt  from  Evmis  to  Shaw.  Some  evidence  "has 
been  given  on  the  subject  of  the  debt;  it  appears 
that  Evans  had  purchased  a  horse  from  Shaw^ 
and  that  he  gave  him  a  bill  of  exchange  in  pay- 
menty  upon  which  some  suspicion  was  cast,  but  it 
does  not  appear  that  it  was  ever  dishonoured ;  with 
respect  to  the  debt  to  Smitfi^  such  a  debt  is  recited 
in  the  deed,  but  there  is  no  proof  of  it.  If  nothing 
more  had  appeared  as  to  the  debt  to  Shaw  than 
the  recital  in  the  deed,  the  case  might  have  been 
attended  with  some  difficulty,  but  that  difficulty 
no  longer  exists,  since  the  debt  has  been  disproved 
by  the  evidence. 

Proof  was  afterwards  offered  of  the  debt  from 
Evans  to  Smith  to  the  amount  of  17/.  which  was 
objected  to  by 

Gumet/t  the  plaintiff  having  closed  his  case ;  and 
his  Lordship  was  inclined  to  think  that  the  fact 
would  not  make  any  difierence,  in  a  case  which  he 
was  disposed  to  view  with  much  jealousy. 

Plaintiff  nonsuited. 

The  Attomey-General  and  Gaselee  for  the  plain- 
tiff. 

Gumey  for  the  defendant. 


EASTER  TERM,  56  GEORGE  III.  sia 


Peirse  v.  Bowles  and  Spibey.  1816. 

'J'HIS  was  an  action  brought  to  recover  for  bu-  After  a  tender 

siness  done  by  the  plaintiff  as  the  attorney  of  f  ^^*  *■  *** 

the  defendants,  in  surrendering  the  principals  in  two  sons  on  a  joint 

actions,  in  which  the  defendants  were  their  bail.      contnct,^«ub. 

sequent  appli- 
cation to  one 

Pleas,  the  General  Issue,  and  a  tender  of  6L  of  them,  la 
10^.      Replication,  a  subsequent  demand  by  the  ^ppo^^ 
plaintifi^  and  a  refusal  by  the  defendants  to  pay  pHcationtoa 
that  sum.  '  pJ^  ^l  ^^ 

that  the  plain- 
tiff tubse- 

The  tender  was  proved,  and  it  appeared  that  ^""|^^ 
afterwards  the  plaintiff  had  made  a  demand  of  the  ment  from  the 
money  from  one  of  the  defendants  only.  defendantt. 

Storks  for  the  defendants,  contended,  that  it 
was  incumbent  on  the  plaintff  to  prove  a  subse* 
quent  demand  from  both  the  defendants ; 

But  Lord  Ellenborough  held,  that  a  refusal  by 
one  was  equivalent  to  a  refusal  by  both. 

Verdict  for  the  plainti& 

The  Attorney-General  for  the  plaintiff. 

Storks  for  the  defendant. 
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1S16.  Wadeson  Vt  Smith. 

Pktfvious  to  the  'JpHIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  upon  an  attor- 
d^^axiat!^'  ney^s  bill,  and  the  principal  question  was,  whe- 
toniey's  bill,  it  thcF  the  plaintiff  in  delivering  a  copy  of  his  bill, 
^ider  ti^L  ^^^  complied  with  the  prescriptions  of  the  statute 
ft  G.  »•  c  13*  2  G.  2.  c.  23.  s.  23.  which  directs  that  the  bill  shall 
***^'bai^^'  be  delivered  to  the  party  charged  therewith,  or 
the  defendant's  left  for  him  at  his  dwelling-house  or  last  place  of 

last  known         abode, 
apparent  place 
(^  abode  at  the 

^^  ^^^^^  ^^  appeared  that  in  May  1819,  the  defendant 
Uvered.  took  lodgiugs  in  Drury^Lanef  in  which  he  resided 

And  it  if  till  the  Jiibf  following,  when  he  went  (as  the  wit- 
for  the  defend.  ^^^  Stated,)  to  a  pastry-cook*s  in  Lisk-Street;  let* 
ant  to  shew  ters  and  parcels  for  the  defendant,  had  been  sent 
^^^hff  known  t^  ^^^  lodgings  in  Drurjf-Lane^  for  a  short  period 
place  of  abode,  after  tiis  quitting  them,  and  the  copy  of  the  bill 

S^d^t^V'^of  ^^  ^^^^  l^ft  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^"  October  1812. 

tkebilL 

Storks  for  the  defendant,  objected  that  this  was 
not  sufficient,  since  by  inquiry  at  the  lodgings  in 
Drury-hane^  the  plaintiff  would  have  discovered 
that  the  defendant  then  resided  in  Lisle-Street^ 
which  was  a  place  of  abode  subsequent  to  that  in 
Drury-Lane^  and  consequently  the  bill  had  not 
been  delivered  at  the  last  place  of  abode  as  was 
required  by  the  statute. 

Lord 
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Lord  Ellenborough.  —  The  bill  was  delivered       l^i fl- 
at the  last  place  of  abode  then  knowiu     The  last    Wadmow 
apparent  place  of  abode  is  to  be  taken  as  the  last         v. 
place  of  abode,  and  this  as  far  as  appears,  was  in      Smith, 
Drvry-Laney  for  non  liquet  that  he  had  any  set- 
tled place  of  abode  in  Ltsle-Street^  he  went  thither 
but  he  might  sleep  elsewhere,  and  merely  visit  the 
place  casually.    You  may  if  you  can,  shew  that  the 
defendant  at  the  time  of  delivery,  had  a  later 
known  place  of  abode. 

Storks  said  that  he  was  prepared  to  shew  a  later 
place  of  residence,  during  the  last  two  years. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  That  will  not  be  suffi* 
cient,  the  question  is,  whether  the  bill  was  well 
delivered  at  the  time  of  delivery. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Scarlett  and  Gumey  for  the  plaintiff 

Storks  for  the  defendant. 


SS6 
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1816* 


SiDFORD  and  Another  v.  Chambers. 


A  letter  writ, 
ten  by  the  in- 
doner  of  abin 
of  exchangey 
to  a  subse- 
quent holder^ 
offbing  to  give 
a  substituted 
bill  in  place  of 
that  which  he 
had  indonedf 
supersedes  the 
necessity  of 
proTing  the 
intermediate 
indonements 
stated  in  the 
dedaration. 


HTHIS  was  an  action  by  the  indorsees  of  a  bill  rf 
exchange  against  the  indorser. 

The  bill  was  drawn  by  Fish  on  Hill  and  Co.  pay- 
able four  months  after  date  to  the  order  of  Fiskf 
and  indorsed  by  Fish  to  the  defendant;  by  the  de- 
fendant to  Sheckles ;  by  Sheckles  to  Niblock  and 
Co.  i  and  by  the  latter  to  the  plaintiffs. 

All  the  indorsements  were  stated  in  the  decla- 
ration. 

The  plaintifis  proved  all  the  indorsements,  ex- 
cept that  of  SheckleSf  and  in  order  to  supersede 
the  proof  of  this  indorsement,  they  gave  in  evi- 
dence a  letter  written  by  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintifis,  ofiering  to  give  them  a  substituted  bill 
to  be  approved  of  by  any  moderate  person,  but 
stating  that  he  had  not  money  to  take  it  up  with, 
adding  that  he  hoped  that  it  was  not  in  the  hands 
of  Niblock  and  Co. 

At  the  time  this  letter  was  written,  the  bill  was 
in  the  hands  of  the  solicitor  for  the  plaintiff,  and 
th^  indorsements  were  complete. 

The  Attorpey-General  for  the  plaintiffs,  sub- 
mitted that  this  evidence  was  sufficient,  without 

%  further 
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further  proof,  and  cited  the  case  of  Bosanquet  and       1816. 
Anderson  (a)  to  shew  that  an  application  by  a  de-     Sidford 
fendant  for  time  was  an  admission  of  liability.  and  Another 

Chambxbs* 

Lord  Ellenborough  remarking  that  the  hope 
expressed  by  the  defendant  that  the  bill  was  not 
in  the  hands  of  Nibhck  and  Co.  who  were  indorsers 
subsequent  to  SheckleSt  shewed  that  he  knew  the 
channel  through  which  the  plaintifl^*  title  had 
been  derived,  was  of  opinion,  that  the  evidence 
amounted  to  proof  of  their  title,  through  that 
channel. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  Attomey-General  and  R.  B.  Comyn  for  the 
plaintifis. 


(«}  6  £tp.  R.  43- 
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1816* 


Poole  Assignee  of  Lukik,  a  Bankrupt  v.  Bell 
and  Another,  Sherifi^of  London. 


A  defendant  in  HTHIS  was  an  action  by  the  assignees  of  Lukin^ 

anactionby        -*•         i       i  . 

the  assigncea  »  bankrupt. 

of  a  bankrupt 

^!^ai  bfu  '^^  defendants  before  the  time  for  pleading  had 
witbout  giving  expired,  had  pleaded  the  General  Issue,  without 
notice  of  his  giving  notice  Under  the  statute,  to  prove  the 
dispute  the  Several  ingredients  of  bankruptcy,  but  before  the 
bankruptqr,     time  had  expired,  had  delivered  the  General  Issue 

but  before  the  . . «  .  . 

time  for  plead-  agam.  With  such  uotice. 

ing  ezpirei, 

delivers  the  Topping  for  the  defendants,   contended,   that 

General  Issue      ,.  a*   -      i.         x*       i«      •        •     ^    x  i 

again  with  no-  this  was  sumcient,  uotice  having  m  fact  been  given 
tice,  such  no-    at  the  time  of  delivering  the  General  Issue  before 

the  time  for  pleading  had  expired. 


^ce  is  insuffi- 
cient. 


The  defend-  But  Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that 
case*ought  to  *^^  uotice  was  insufficient;;  the  first  plea  was  good 
move  for  leave  and  effectual  to  all  purposes,  and  the  defendants 
r^''     ought  to  have  moved  for  leave  to  withdraw  their 

plea,  in  order  that  they  might  plead  de  novo^  and 
give  the  proper  notice,  they  would  then  have  been 
in  their  entire  situation  ;  the  rule  was  the  same  in 
the  case  of  set  off. 

The  Attorney  General  for  the  plaintiff. 
Topping  for  the  defendants. 


CASES 


ARGUED  AND  DECIDED 
AT 

NISI   PRIUS 

imK.B. 
At  the  First  Sittings  in  Trim^  Tenth 

56  GSOROE  III. 


SITTINGS  AT  WESTMINSTER. 


Betamt  v.  Christis. 


THIS  wa,  an  action  by  Ae  drawer  again*  r^,^^ 

the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  dated  in  rantawi^re- 
Nwember  1813,  for  tlie  payment  of  ^5L  to  the  sponsibiUty  rf 
order  of  the  drawer  eighteen  months  after  date.      !^\^r1*?L 

o  to  A.,  the  latter 

refuses  to  join 

The  plaintiff'  having  given  the  usual  proof  of  «n  »  deed  of 

handwriting,  it  appeared  on  the  part  of  the  de-  ^^^l^e 

fendant,  that  in  Octo^  181 3,  being  in  embarrassed  defendant,  tiu 

circumstances,  he  made  a  composition  with   his  undtt'i^e^ 

creditors,  by  which  they  agreed  to  take  ten  shil-  pay  him  the 

lings  in  the  pound,  in  satisfaction  of  their  respec-  h^l^^Jbt^Ae^ 

tive  debts,  to  be  paid  by  bills  for  the  respective  piaintiffhaTing 

paid  to  A.  the 
Aflference  between  the  composition  and  hit  ddit,  draws  a  bill  on  the  defendants  (which 
die  latter  accepts)  in  order  to  reimburse  himselL  The  plaintiff  cannot  recover  oo  this  bill 
against  the  defendant 

VOL.  I.  z  sums 
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1816.       sums  of  four  shillings,  three  shillings,  and  three 
^  -      -^  shillings  in  the  pound,  payable  to  each  creditor  at 

V.  the  end  of  two,  four,  and  six  months,  from  their 
Christie,  dates.  A  person  of  the  name  of  Bach,  the  brother- 
in-law  of  the  plaintiff,  had  before  this,  at  the  in- 
stance of  the  plaintiff,  and  upon  his  representation 
of  the  defendant's  responsibility,  trusted  him  with 
flour  to  the  amount  of  3321.  and  on  being  applied 
to  to  execute  the  deed  of  composition,  he  declined 
to  do  it,  conceiving  that  the  plaintiff  had  guaranteed 
the  debt  to  him,  and  he  refused  to  comply  until  he 
had  been  assured  by  the  plaintiff,  that  he  would 
pay  to  him  the  remainder  of  his  debt.  -  Bach  then 
executed  the  deed,  which  bore  date  October  4, 
1813,  and  on  the  11th  of  the  same  months  he 
and  the  rest  of  the  creditors  executed  a  release 
to  the  defendant.  The  composition  bills  were  re- 
gularly paid,  and  the  plaintiff  having  paid  to 
Bach  the  remainder  of  his  debt,  the  defendant 
accepted  the  bill  in  question,  and  another  of  the 
same  amount,  towards  reimbursing  the  plainti£ 

Marryatt  for  the  defendant,  contended,  that 
under  these  circumstances,  the  plaintiff  was  not 
entitled  to  recover,  since  the  effect  of  the  trans- 
action was  to  pay  to  Bach  the  brother-in-law  of  the 
plaintiff,  the  full  amount  of  his  debt  in  fraud  of 
the  rest  of  the  creditors.  As  to  the  guarantee  by 
the  plaintifl^  he  was  not  bound  by  it,  since  it  was 
not  in  writing, 

Jervis 
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Jervis  and  Reader  for  the  plaintiff,  admitted       1816. 
that  if  it  appeared  that  there  was  any  collusion  be-  ^  ^  ^ 
tween  the  plaintiff  and  Bachj  the  former  would         v. 
not  be  entitled  to  recover ;  but  they  contended,    Chrmtik. 
that  since  the  plaintiff  had  guaranteed  the  payment 
of  the  defendant's  debt  to  Bach^  he  was  responsible 
to  him  for  the  difference  between  the  amount  of 
the  debt,  and  what  he  received  under  the  compo- 
sition deed,  and  was  entitled  to  be  repaid  by  his 
principal,  the  defendant :  they  admitted,  that  if 
the  bill  had  been  given  to  a  creditor  in  order  to 
secure  to  him  the  fiill  amount  of  his  debt,  it  would 
have  been  void,  but  here  the  case  was  very  dif- 
ferent, since  at  the  time  when  the  deed  was  executed, 
Bryant^  the  plaintiff,  was  not  a  creditor  of  the  de- 
fendant's, but  only  became  so,  when  he  paid  the 
difference  to  Bach  j 

•  But  Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that  this 
was  nothing  more  than  a  circuitous  mode  of  secur- 
ing to  Bach  the  full  amount  of  his  debt,  the  whole 
of  which  eventually  was  paid  out  of  the  funds  of 
the  defendant. 

Plaintiff  nonsuited. 

Jervis  and  Reader  for  the  plaintiff. 
Marry att  and  Tindal  for  the  defendant. 


ERRATUM: 

P.  S28.  1.  3.  fbr  Sheriff  nod  Sherift. 


CASES 


ARGUED  AMD  DECIDED 
AT 

NISI    PRIUS 

IN  K.  B. 

At  the  First  Sittings  qfter  Trinilsf  Term, 

56  Georoe  III. 


WESTMINSTER. 


Buzzard  and  Another  ^.  Fi^cknoe. 


ri-i 


THIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit,  brought  by  the  An  indorsee 

plaindfls  as  tlie  indorsees  of  two  bills  of  ex-  fers^theVin'^*' 
change,,drawn  and  indorsed  by  Joseph  Flee  knoe,  and  ^JiJch  is  re. 
accepted  by  John  Fleeknoe,  the  defendant.  ^;";;'  '^^^^ 

come  due,  he 

Joseph  Flecknoe,  at  the  time  when  the  bills  were  ^^7  ^^^^"^^ 

*  '  ^  against  the  ac- 

indorsed  to  the  plaintifis,  was  indebted  to  the  latter  ceptor,  ai. 
in  a  larger  sum  than  the  amount  of  the  bills.  —  ?°"^^^^if '"" 

^  I  •   t  clorsee  before 

The  plaintiffs,  before  the  bills  (which  were  payable  the  re-tranrfer 
two  months  afler  date)  became  due,  indorsed  them  7^^*^.  *^^^' 
over  to  one  Lord^  who  held  them  three  months  the  drawer. 
after  they  became  due,  and  had  received  another 
bill  £rom  the  drawer  for  the  purpose  of  taking  up 
VOL.  I.  A  A  one 
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1816.       one  of  the  bills ;  which  bill  so  received  by  Lord 
'  Buzzard  '  ^^d  been  satisfied. 

and  Another 

^'  Reader  for  the  defendant,  contended  that  with 

respect  to  the  bill  for  which  Lord  had  received  a 
satisfaction  from  the  drawer,  the  plaintiffi  were  not 
entitled  to  recover  in  the  present  action ;  as  to  that 
bill  upon  the  re-transfer  after  it  was  due,  they  stood 
in  the  situation  of  Lord^  who  could  not  have  reco- 
vered iipon  it,  and  therefore  his  indorsees  could 
not.  — -  The  case  was  the  same  as  if  upon  the  re- 
transfer  the  plainti£&  had  taken  the  bill  for  the  first 
time. 

But  Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that 
since  the  plaintiffs  were  originally  indorsees  for  a 
valuable  consideration,  they  stood  in  a  better  situ- 
ation than  an  indorsee  who  took  a  bill  for  the  first 
time  after  it  became  due.  If  indeed  they  had  lost 
all  hold  upon  the  bills,  they  might  have  stood  in 

the  same  situation  with  a  new  holder. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintifi^  for  the  amount  of  both 
bills  (a). 

Jervis  and  PuUer  for  the  plainti£&. 

Reader  and  Deacon  for  the  defendant 


(a)  There  was  no  evidence  to  shew  that  the  phintiffi,  whio  tlit  bllU 
were  returned^  knew  that  Lord  had  recdved  another  bill. 
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1816. 
ChIODI  V.   Waters.  Same  day. 

I^HIS  was  an  action  on  an  alleged  agreement  by  ^n  tgreement 

the  defendant  to  employ  the  plaintiff  as  Primo  ^Ljndffk  a 
Buffo  at  the  English  Opera,  at  a  salary  of  400/.,  in  puticuUr  situ- 
consideration  that  the  plaintiff  would  come  to  this  j^^^jfiwn* 
country  from  Amsterdam^  to  perform,  &c.  a  direction 

upon  a  letter 
addressed  by 

It  was  contended  by  the  plaintiff  that  the  de-  the  defendant 
fendant,  in  breach  of  his  agreement,  instead  of  Y^  ^^!?!Jf*^ 
employing  the  plaintiff  as  Primo  Btfffb  in  the  first  ractcr,  the 
characters,  had  called  upon  him  to  perform  inferior  Y'^  *"^  "' 

1  •      ^        .    .      ^   .     ,,      «  latingtothe 

ones,  such  as  the  Count,  in  GrtseldOy  &c.  quantum  of 


lary  only. 


In  proof  of  the  allegation  that  the  plaintiff  had 
been  retained  as  Primo  Btfffbt  he  relied  upon  a 
letter  from  the  defendant,  directed  to  the  plaintifl^ 
**  Signior  Chiodi,  primo  buffbf  Amsterdam.** 

In  this  letter  the  defendant  regretted  that  it  was 
not  in  his  power  to  comply  with  the  plaintiff's  re- 
quest,  but  stated  that  he  would  engage  to  give  him 
400/.  per  annum,  which,  with  other  advantages, 
would  amount  nearly  to  as  much  as  the  plaintiff 
asked  for. 

Lord  Ellen  BOROUGH  was  of  opinion,  that  since 
the  letter  itself  related  merely  to  the  quantum  of 
salary,  the  mere  direction  upon  it  was  not  sufficient 

A  A  2  to 


SS6 
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to  constitute  a  special  agreement,  such  as  was  con- 
tended for. 

Plaintiff  nonsuited. 

Garrow,  A.C  and  Xowe^  for  the  plaintiff. 

'Tapping  and  Taddy  for  the  defendant. 


IN  THE  KING'S  BENCH- 


GUILDHALL. 


Robinson  v.  Tobin- 


A  policy  18  'THIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  on  a  policy  of 
^T^  ^  insurance  on  goods  by  the  ship  Hazard,  at  and 
of  goods,         from  Liverpool  to  AmeUa  island,  loss  alleged  by 

valued  at  ^00/.  ^pturg^ 
but  upon  its  •    ^^F"'"*^* 

turning  out 

S*,  b*  ^^*^  ^®  declaration  alleged  the  policy  to  have  been 
was  laiger,  the  efiectcd  on  the  plaintifi^s  share  of  goods,  say  one- 
words  are        fifths  valued  at  1000/1 

added  in  the 
margin  of  the 

policy  on  the  On  production  of  the  policy  it  appeared,  that  the 
^goodi^say"^  insuKincc  had  originally  been  effected  "  on  the 

one-fifth, 

vahied  at  looo/.  to  which  the  defendant's  initiah  were  snbieribtdy  the  deoianden  need  Mt 

notice  the  original  stipulation. 

8  <*  profits 
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^  profits  of  goods  valued  at  500//'  to  which  the       1816. 
defendant's  name  was  subscribed.  In  the  margin  of   RoiniisoM  * 
the  policy  were  the  words  "  on  his  share  of  the  goods,  v. 

"  say  one-fifth,  valued  at  1000/."  and  under  them  '^^■'^• 
the  defendant  had  subscribed  the  initials  of  his 
name.  It  appeared  that  after  the  policy  liad  been 
signed  by  the  defendant,  it  had  turned  out  that  his 
interest  was  larger  than  had  before  been  supposed, 
and  on  that  account,  some  days  after  the  defend- 
ant's first  subscription,  the  marginal  words  had 
been  introduced. 

It  was  objected  for  the  defendant,  that  the  plain^ 
tifi*  ought  to  have  averred  the  original  agreement 
in  the  declaration,  and  to  have  stated  specially  the 
insertion  of  the  marginal  memorandum,  and  not  to 
have  treated  the  whole  as  one  entire  agreement.  -« 
But 

Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that  at  the 
time  of  the  alteration  all  was  injSerf,  and  that  the 
whole  constituted  but  one  agreement* 

Verdict  for  tiie  plaintiff 

Scarlett  and  Richardson  for  the  plaintifiT.. 

Tapping  and  Farke  for  the  defimdant*. 


A  A  » 


3J8  CASES  AT  NISI  PHIUS, 


Baldney  and  Another  v.  Ritchie. 
A  t»rt  owner  HPHIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  goods  sold 

of  a  vend  JL  j    i   i»  j 

who  orden  ^nd  delivered. 

supplies  on  his 

withouTroml        The  defendant  had  pleaded  in  abatement,  that 

tioning  any  CO-  as  to  part  of  the  goods,  the  promises  had  been 

caMot^eaS  in  made  jointly  byhimself  and  James  Ritchie;  and  that 

abatement  that  as  to  the  rest,  the  promises  had  been  made  by  him- 

V^[^^^  self  and  James  Ritchie  and  John  Ritchie^  jointly. 

who  ought  to 

•dncd^thc  ''  ^PP^^^ed  that  the  defendant  had  ordered  from 
plaintiff  being  the  plaintifis  a  large  quantity  of  copper  for  two 
*S^'  ^**  vessels,  the  Harmony^  and  the  Royal  Sovereign. 
other  part-  The  Order  had  been  given  by  Walter  Ritchie^  the 
^"'^l  defendant,  in  his  own  name,  without  making  men« 
the  defendant  tion  of  any  partners.  Walter  Ritchie  had  sent  an 
to  produce  an  order  to  the  captain  of  one  of  these  vessels  to  au- 
to the  dupT^  thorize  the  delivery  to  the  plainti£&  of  the  old  cop- 
which  it  ap-  per :  this  order  had  been  signed  by  Walter  Ritchie 

pears  the  de-      •     r  •„  ^^^  •^^^^ 

^dant  has      ^»  ^^  ^^n  name. 

deliyered  to 

suffidS^Cn**  ^*  ^^  objected,  on  behalf  of  the  defendant^ 
default  of  pro-  that  parol  evidence  of  this  order  was  not  admissi- 

abf  S  ^  bi^'  "^"^  ^  ^'  ^^  ^^^^  proved  to  be  in  the  custody  of  the 
tiffs  to  give      captain,  and  he  ought  to  have  been  subpoenaed.  — » 

parol  evidence 

of  the  orderj  linoe  the  potseition  of  the  captain,  is  for  this  purpose  the  possession  of  the 
defendant. 

4  The 
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The  plaintiff  had  given  notice  to  the  defendant  to  ^1816. 
produce  upon  the  trial,  all  letters  and  other  docu-     Balditxy 
ments,  &c.  relating  to  the  cause,  and  it  was  an-  and  Another 
swered,  for  the  plaintiff,  that  a  delivery  to  the     R,xciriE. 
captain,  was  for  this  purpose  equivalent  to  a  de- 
livery to  the  defendant. 

Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion  that  there 
was  such  a  privity  between  the  owner  and  the  cap- 
tain, that  after  notice  to  the  former,  the  evidence 
was  admissible. 

The  terms  of  the  order  were,  "  deliver  the  copper 
of  my  ship  the  Hamumy.''  It  further  appeared, 
that  the  name  of  Walter  Ritchie  only  was  exhibited 
upon  the  door  of  his  oflSce  of  business  in  London; 
and  that,  upon  application  to  him  for  payment,  the 
bill  having  been  made  out  in  his  own  name,  he 
objected  only  to  the  amount,  and  offered  to  give  a 
bill  for  a  smaller  sum,  which  the  plaintiffs*  agent 
was  not  authorized  to  accept. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant,  it  appeared  in 
evidence,  that  a  bill  of  sale  of  the  ship  Harmonjf 
had  been  executed,  transferring  the  property  to 
Walter  Thomas  and  James  Ritchie,  and  that  a  bill 
of  sale  had  been  executed  of  the  Royal  Sovereign^ 
transferring  the  property  to  Walter,  James,  John, 
and  Thomas  Ritchie  ;  and  that  the  ships  had  been 
duly  registered  in  the  names  of  these  persons  re- 
spectively, as  the  oVimers,  upon  the  oath  of  Walter 

A  A  4  Ritchie 
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1816.  JRitchie  and  others.     It  also  appeared,   that  the 

^  Baldney  defendant,  and  Jlfivne^and  John  Ritchie^  had  carried 

and  Another  on  business  as  general  partners  at  Greenock;  and 

RiTcHiJB.  *^**  Thomas  was  dead. 

Upon  this  evidence,  it  was  contended,  on  the 
authority  of  Du  Bois  and  Others,  Assignees,  &c. 
V.  Ludertf  1  Marsfuitt,  216,  that  the  defendant  was 
entitled  to  a  verdict :  the  Court  there  held,  that 
the  defendant  might  plead  a  secret  partnership  in 
abatement,  although  the  plaintiff  had  no  means 
of  knowing  of  the  partnership,  and  could  not  have 
proved  it. 

That  case,  it  was  contended,  was  stronger  than 
the  present,  since  in  the  case  of  a  ship  the  party 
might,  by  consulting  the  Register,  ascertain  who 
the  owners  really  were. 

The  Counsel  for  the  plainti^  itf  answer,  cited 
the  case  of  Doo  v.  Cfuppenden^  Abbott^  part  I. 
r.  3.  s.  8.  where  Lord  Kenyon  held  at  Nisi  Pritis^ 
upon  a  plea  in  abatement,  that  if  the  person  who 
gives  credit  for  the  repairs  of  a  ship  and  for  ne- 
cessaries supplied  for  the  use  of  the  ship,  does  not 
know  at  the  time  that  there  are  other  part-ownersy 
he  may  sue  him  alone  &om  whom  he  receives  the 
orders. 

Lord  Ellenboeough  in  summing  up  to  the 
Jury,  informed  them,  that  the  question  for  their 
consideration  was,  whether  the  defendant  had  by 

his 
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his  contract  rendered  himself  separately  liable,  l*l^« 
although  other  parties  were  jointly  interested  with  Baldk^ 
him  in  the  ship,  and  might  have  been  sued  con-  and  Another 
jointly  with  him.  A  general  partnership  would  p,^'„|- 
not  have  rendered  the  copartners  jointly  liable 
for  materials  supplied  to  tlie  ships,  since  in  such 
cases  the  partnership  was  to  be  governed  by  the 
Register.  That  if  the  plaintiffs  had  applied  to  the 
Register,  since  the  oath  of  one  would  not  have 
bound  the  rest,  they  must  have  gone  through  the 
further  process  of  making  inquiry,  whether  those 
whose  names  appeared  as  the  owners  in  the  Rfe* 
gister,  had  authorized  the  entry.  His  Lordship, 
after  commenting  on  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  and  observing,  that  if  the  defendant  had 
meant  that  the  demand  should  be  made  upon  all, 
he  ought  to  have  given  some  intimation  to  the 
plaintiffs  that  others  were  jointly  interested  with 
him,  left  it  to  the  Jury  to  say,  whether  the 
contract  had  been  made  by  the  defendant  solely, 
or  by  him  and  the  others  who  might  have  been 
joined. 

The  Jury  found  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Tlie  defendant  being  under  a  condition  to  give 
judgment  of  the  preceding  term,  the  counsel  for  tlie 
defendant  moved,  that  under  the  circumstances 
judgment  might  be  stayed  till  the  next  Term,  in 
order  to  give  an  opportunity  of  having  the  matter 
more  fully  considered,  and  suggested  that  Lord 
Kenyim\  decision  hftd  beeli  ludv^rud  to  iM  the  ease 

of 


i 
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1816.       ofDu  Bois  V.  Luderty  which  had  been  very  much 

Baldney    considered  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  and 

and  Another  where  they  held,  notwithstanding  that  authority, 

J.  '*'•         that  it  was  competent  to  a  partner  on  a  plea  iot 

abatement,  to  bring  forward  a  secret  partner. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  With,  all  the  respect 
which  I  entertain  for  the  opinion  of  that  Couit, 
I  think  that  a  person  after  treating  de  piano  as 
on  his  own  account,  without  any  intimation  of  a 
partnership,  ought  not  to  be  afterwards  allowed 
to  spring  a  mine  upon  the  plaintiff,  by  bringing 
forward  a  partner  for  the  first  time  by  his  plea  in 
abatement.  This  was  the  opinion  I  entertained 
before  I  was  furnished  with  the  decision  by  Lord 
KenyoTij  by  which  that  opinion  is  supported. 
My  only  doubt  arose  from  the  consideration  of  the 
manner  in  which  the  property  in  a  ship  is  acquired, 
and  whether  those  means  might  not  afford  a  more 
easy  access  to  a  knowledge  of  partners  than  in 
other  cases.  But  this  circumstance  does  not  ad- 
vance the  matter,  since  in  the  first  place  a  party 
possesses  no  compulsory  means  of  obtaining  access 
to  the  Register ;  and  if  he  could  the  Register 
would  not  be  conclusive. 

The  motion  was  accordingly  rejected. 

Garrow^  A.  G.  and  Stephen  for  the  plaintifik. 
Scarlett  and  Littkdak  for  the  defendant. 
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Bamford  v.  Harris.  1316. 

T'HIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  to  recover  the  Where  by 

sum  of  36/.  4^:  llrf.  for  work  done  by  the  the  hat  trade 
plaintiff,  a  dyer,  who  had  been  employed  by  the  the  amount  of 
defendant,  a  hat-manufacturer,  in  dyeing  his  t^medby^e' 
hats.  —  Tlie  defendant  had  paid  the  sum  of  30/.  hats  in  the  pro- 
into  court,  ^J^^u 

deducted  from 

The  plaintiff  having  proved  work  done  to  this  J^''^^^ 

amount,  at  the  rate  of  9^.  for  every  dozen  hats,        fendant  b  en- 
titled to  tuch 

The  Attorney-General  for  the  defendant,  relied  an  action 
upon  a  custom  in  the  trade,  that  the  damage  done  ^^ught  by 
to  hats  in  the  process  of  dyeing,  was  to  be  sus-  out  JSgwy 
tained  by  the  dyer,  and  that  the  amount  was  to  be  ^^^^  ^^  ^' 
deducted  from  the  sum  to  be  paid  to  the  dyer  for  thondi  ^c» 

his  labour.  has  not  been 

any  prenons 
adjustment  of 

Several  witnesses  were  called,  who  stated,  that  the  amount  of 
the  hats  when  sent  to  be  dyed  are  in  a  very  soft  ^  ^""V* 
state,  and  that  in  the  process  blocks  of  wood  are 
inserted  in  them,  which  renders  them  liable  to  an 
injury  termed  the  dye-gall,  which  is  occasioned  by 
the  rubbing  off  the  fine  part  of  the  beaver  from  the 
edge  of  the  crown,  by  letting  the  hat  fall  by  acci- 
dent or  by  attrition  against  the  sides  of  the  vesseL 
That  the  damage  done  to  each  hat  by  tbe  dye-gall 

varied 


344  CASES  AT  NISI  PRIUS, 

1816.       varied  from  the  sum  of  4^.  to  8  or  9^.     They  all 

Bamforo  '  ^^^^»  *h^^  *^^  ^^  ^  such  eases  was  to  be  sus- 
V.         tained  by  the  dyer  j  it  was  very  easy  to  discover 

Harris.  ^^  dye-gall,  and  the  dyer  was  liable  although 
no  particular  negligence  was  imputable  to  him. 
With  respect  to  the  mode  in  which  the  compen* 
sation  was  to  be  made,  some  of  the  witnesses  stated, 
that  the  amount  was  usually  adjusted  so  as  best 
suited  the  convenience  of  the  parties  \  in  some 
instances  the  dyer  selling  the  galled  hats  to  the 
best  advantage  he  was  able,  and  in  others  the 
owner  taking  them  back,  and  making  a  deduction 
for  the  loss  as  much  in  favour  of  the  dyer  as 
he  could.  Other  witnesses  stated  the  custom 
to  be  for  the  employer  to  deduct  for  the  damage 
from  the  general  account  against  him  for  dyeing. 
It  was  also  proved,  that  six  dozen  of  the  hats,  for 
the  dyeing  of  which  the  plaintiff  claimed,  had  been 
dye-^dled,  and  that  the  damage  exceeded  the  sum 
in  dispute. 

For  the  defendant  it  was  contended,  that  the 
custom  proved  nothing  more  than  that  the  damage 
accruing  from  the  dye-gall  was,  when  ascertained^ 
to  be  sustained  by  the  dyer,  which  was  nothing 
more  than  the  law  would  direct  without  any  custom, 
and  that  before  it  could  become  the  subject  matter 
of  a  set-off,  it  was  necessary  that  the  amount  should 
have  been  previously  ascertained ;  for  it  did  not 
assume  the  shape  of  a  debt  till  it  had  be^i 
liquidated  and  ascertained,  and  that  after  such 

liquidation 
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liquidation  a  notice  or  plea  of  set-off  was  neces-       1816. 
^^*  Bamford 

Lord  Ellehhiorouoh  left  it  to  the  jury,  upon  the  ^Aaiw. 
evidence  whether  a  custom  had  been  proved  to  the 
eflfect  contended  for  by  the  defendant,  namely,  that 
ihe  damage  sustained  fix>m  dye-gall  was  to  be  de- 
ducted from  the  general  account  claimed  by  the 
4yer;  and 

Tlie  jury  found  for  the  defendant 

Garrow,  A.  6.  undConn/n  for  the  plaintiff. 

Scarktt  and  Gumey  for  the  defendimt 


L0N6DILL  V.  Jokes. 

nrmS  was  an  action  against  the  Sheriff  of  Aftm/-  An  action  for 
gomeruskire,  for  money  had  and  received  to  "^®n«y]»*dand 

1   •      •!«».  received  at  the 

the  plamtlff^S  use.  suit  of  a  plain- 

tiff  who  hat 

The  defendant  having  executed  a  writ  ofjieri  fodafiies 
^wias  at  the  plaintiff*s  suit,  returned  that  he  had  ^^  ^« 
levied  to  the  amount  of  22/.  10s.  llrf.,  but  claimed  executed  it^  if 
to  retain  the  sum  of  12/.  13^.  llrf.  for  rent  paid  to  ^«  "^^  »«« 

money  in  hit 
liaadt  than  he  it  entitled  to  do,   the  party  injured  not  being  bound  to  proceed  by 
AMdoQ  in  Bank. 

the 
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1816.      the  landlord  to  the  amount  of  1/.  lis.  for  auctio- 
LoNGDiLL    ^®®^*  fexpences,  sherifTs  poundage,  &c. 


V. 

JONfiS. 


Scarlett  for  the  defendant,  contended  that  the 
plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  against  the 
sheriff  in  such  an  action.  The  sheri£^  according 
to  the  exigency  of  the  writ,  was  to  have  the  money 
in  court  on  a  certain  day,  and  if  he  was  guilty  of 
any  irregularity,  it  was  for  the  Court  to  deal  with 
'him ;  but  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  right  to  call  upon 
the  sheriff  except  through  the  medium  of  the  Court. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  If  the  Sheriff  retain 
more  in  his  hands  than  he  ought  to  have  retained, 
he  is  liable  to  the  plaintiff  as  for  money  had  and  re- 
ceived to  his  use.  He  is  entitled  to  his  poundage, 
which  is  the  strict  legal  remimeration  for  his 
trouble. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  —  Damages  5L 

F.  WiUiams  and  Ross  for  the  plaintiff. 

Scarlett  for  the  defendant. 
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SITTINGS  AT  WESTMINSTER. 


1816. 

Hancock  v.  Welsh  and  Cooper.  juiy  8th. 

■ 

^J^HTS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit,  brought  to  re*  in  an  actk»  of 
cover  the  sum  of  55L  as  one  half  year's  rent  I!*'*'*^!?  ^ 

*  twccn  Xbh  as* 

due  from  the  defendants  as  tenants  of  the  plaintifPs  ngnee*  of  a 
farm,  from  the  22d  of  June.  '  »>««^pt^ 

vn»  loniieny 
tenant  to  A) 

A  person  of  the  name  of  Evans  being  tenant  to  ^^I^,^?[ 
the  plaintiff  of  the  farm  in  question,  committed  an  one  imie  is, 
act  of  bankruptcy  on  the  IQthof  June,  on  the  22d  whether  the  ai- 

•        .  •  ngneetare 

a  commission  issued,  on  the  23d  a  provisional  as-  tenants  to  A. 
signee  was  appointed,  and  on  the  8th  of  Jub/  the  ^  T^*^*^!^ 
defendants  were  appointed  assignees ;   and  on  the  dgn^b  on  ^ 
evening  subsequent  to  the  appointment,  in  order  to  "»"«» "  *ft»- 
prevent  the  cattle  from  being  distrained  for  rent,  ^^  as  uTdic' 
they  entered  upon  the  premises  and  drove  them  off.  tenancy  rfthe 
The  cattle  were  afterwards  pursued  and  seized  by  JlS^^ug^ 
Myers,  the  plaintiff's  bailiff  for  the  rent  due  June  by  A«  for  rent. 
the  SSd.  —  The  defendants  replevied  the  cattle, 
and  Myers  having  made  cognizance  as  the  bailiff 
of  the  present  plaintiff,  one  issue  in  the  action  of 
Welsh  and  Cooper  v.  Myers  was,  whether  Welsh 
and  Cooper  held  the  farm  as  the  assignees  of  Evans 
at  the  time  of  the  distress.    This  issue  having  been 
found  against  them,  it  was  now  contended  that  the 
judgment  was  conclusive  upon  the  question  whether 
the  defendants  were  liable,  as  the  assignees  of 

Evans, 
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1816.       Evans,  to  the  half  year's  rent,  since  it  proved  tliem 

Hakcock    *^  ^^^^  ^^^^  *^^  tenants  at  a  period  subsequent  to 
V.         the  22d  of  June. 

Welsh  and 

It  was  contended  for  the  defendants,  that  a  mere 
entry  on  the  premises  for  the  purpose  of  taking 
away  the  cattle,  could  not  render  the  assigneef 
liable  as  tenants;  and  the  case  of  Wheeler  v. 
Bramah^  3  Campb.  340.  was  referred  to ;  and  it  was 
uiged  that  the  record  in  Welsh  and  Cooper  v.  Myers^ 
was  not  admissible  in  evidence  on  the  present  oc- 
casion, since  the  parties  were  act  the  same. 

Lord  Ellenborouoh.-^  Asto  the  case  of  Wheeler 
V.  Bramah,  I  am  still  of  the  same  opinion.  Tlie 
assignees  upon  their  appointment  were  entitled,  if 
they  chose  it,  to  relinquish  the  lease  as  darnnesa 
hareditas,  but  if  they  once  assumed  the  characterof 
tenants,  they  could  not  afterwards  divest  themselves 
of  responsibility  as  tenants.  If  they  had  joined 
issue  on  this  point  with  a  mere  stranger,  the  verdict 
would  have  been  evidence  against  them,  and  being 
evidence,  I  think  it  is  conclusive  evidence. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff 

Toppng  and  Spankie  for  the  plaintiff. 

Garrow,  A.  G.  and  Espmasse  for  the  defendants. 
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ff 

t 

'Doe   on   the  several  Demises  of  the  Bishop  of      18I6. 
London,  and  of  Marshall  v.  Wright.  ^       y     « ^ 

'J 'HIS  was    an  action  of  ejectment  brought  to  A  party  wlio 
recover  the  possession  of  seven  poles  of  land  ^**  ^"i^jy«*  *" 

•  ol       .      n  -mm        »     »M     1  -r-r  encToachment 

m  tront  ot  MarshaUs  bouse  at  Hornsea.  upon  a  com- 

,  ""^      ,  mon  for  more 

The  land  in  question  which  adjoined  the  high-  years ^T^ot^ 
way,  was  part  of  the  manor  of  Hornsea^  of  which  pt^ciuded 
the  Bishop  of  London  was  the  lord,  and  Marshall  luch  raj^!"^ 
claimed  by   virtue  of  an    Inclosure   Act,    which  ment  when 
authorized  the  commissioners  to  sell  part  of  the  ^"^^^1^'  1^- 
wastes  to  be  enclosed,  in  order  to  defray  the  ex-  ingsubsequent- 
pences.  ^^  *.""*^»^'"^  \ 

*  conveyance  of 

contiguous  land 

The  commissioners  actinc;  under  this  authority  !"  ^hich  the 

1.111  •■-.■TT^iii-  •  ^^""  *"  dispute 

bad  sold  to  Marshall  the  land  m  question.  u  described  as 


iu;ajSe  land. 


The  defendant  relied  on  a  clause  in  the  In- 
closure Act,  (which  is  usually  inserted  in  such 
Acts,)  by  which  it  was  enacted,  that  no  encroach- 
ments on  the  waste  which  had  existed  for  20  years 
before  the  passing  of  the  Act,  should  be  considered 
as  part  of  the  waste,  and  that  no  title  derived  by 
virtue  of  such  encroachment  should  be  disputed. 
And  it  was  proposed  to  prove,  that  the  land  in 
question  had  for  40  years  back  been  continually 
occupied  by  Wright^  who  was  a  carpenter,  and 
those  who  had  before  him  carried  on  the  same 
business  in  the  adjoining  premises,    by  placing 

timber  there,  by  putting  up  stakes  upon  it,  and 

VOL.  I.  B  B  by 


850  CASES  AT  NISI  PRIUS, 

I 

181&      bj  raising  a  small  bank  between  the  land  and 
D^  the  road. 

WRiofHT.        -phe  defendant  proceeding  to  prove  such  oc- 
cupation, 

Topping  for  the  plaintiff  objected,  that  the 
evidence  of  such  occupation  previous  to  the  year 
1787  was  inadmissible,  inasmuch  as  in  that  year 
the  defendant  had  accepted  a  conveyance  of  an 
adjoining  piece  of  land  by  the  homage  which 
in  setting  out  the  abuttals,  described  the  land  now 
in  dispute  as  waste  land.  Having  therefore  adopted 
the  description  of  the  land  as  waste  at  that  time, 
he  could  not  now  contend  that  it  was  antecedenltly 
an  encroachment  from  the  waste. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  Its  leading  description 
at  that  time  was  waste,  and  it  was  properly  de- 
scribed as  such.  Afterwards  the  Act  attached  on 
the  possession,  and  what  was  before  waste,  became 
by  the  operation  of  the  Act  of  another  quality. 
I  think  therefore  that  the  whole  of  the  evidence 
may  be  gone  into. 

The  defendant  having  proved  the  occupation  as 
above  stated.  Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion, 
that  since  the  land  had  been  so  long  occupied  by 
putting  up  stakes,  depositing  wood  there,  and  by 
a  kind  of  enclosure  (the  bank)  from  the  road,  the 
defendant  was  entitled  to  a  verdict- 
Verdict  for  the  defendant. 

Topping 
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Topping  and  Espinasse  for  the  plaintiff.  1816. 

Doe 

The  Aitomej/'General  for  the  defendant.  v. 

Wbioht. 


••' 


Hume  t;.  Oldacre. 
TTHIS  was  an   action  of  trespass,  quare  clausum.  in  trespass 

frpxrit  ^"*"  clausum 

J^^S^^'  fregit,  laid  to 

have  been  com- 

The  declaration  alleged  that  the  defendant,  on  ™«edon  a 
the  27th  day  of  Marchy  and  on  divers  other  days  and  on  diver/* 
and  times,  between  that  day  and  the  exhibiting  of  ^^^^  ^y»  ^^^ 
the  plaintifTs  bill,  broke  and  entered  the  plaintiff's  that  day  and 

close,  &C.  ^^^  exhibiting 

of  the  bill,  &c» 
The  plaintiff 

For  the  plaintiff  it  was  proposed  to  give  in  evi-  may  prove  an 
dence  two  acts  of  trespass,  one  on  the  4th  of  March  ^j^or'to^hc      • 
before  the  time  laid  in  the  declaration,  and  another  day  specified, 
within  the  time;  but  on  the  objection  being  taken,  J^^gJ^j"^  ^ 

that  single  act. 

Lord  Ellenborough  held,  that  it  was  competent  ^^  *"  ^^^^'J  "^^ 

7,  trespass  against 

to  the  plaintiff  to  give  in  evidence  one  act  of  tres-  a  huntsman  for 
pass  anterior  to  the  time  laid  in  the  record  j  but  ^j"°^/"^**^ 
that  in  such  case,  he  would  be  confined  to  one  act  another, 
of  trespass,  though  he  might  give  in  evidence  any  damages  may 

be  recoTered, 
not  only  for  the 

mischief  immediately  occasioned  by  the  defondant  himself,  but  also  for  that  done  by  the 

concourse  of  people  who  accompanied  him. 

B  B  2  number 
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^Sie.       number  of  acts  df  trespass  within  the  time  laid  in 
Hume      *^  record,  if  he  confined  himself  to  that  time. 

Oldacax.  jj.  appeared  that  the  defendant  was  the  huntsman 
to  a  society  called  the  Berkeley  HunU  and  that  the 
defendant  followed  the  hounds,  accompanied  by  a 
concourse  of  people,  over  the  plaintiff's  land. 

Gumey^  for  the  defendant,  in  his  address  to  the 
jury,  contended,  that  they  were  to  estimate  the 
damage  according  to  the  mischief  which  the  de- 
fendant had  individually  occasioned  by  his  trespass. 
But, 

Lord  Ellenborough  interfered,  stating  his  opi- 
nion, that  the  defendant,  being  a  co-trespasser,  was 
liable  to  answer  for  the  whole  of  the  damage. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  Attorney-General^  Scarlett^  and  Spankie  for 
the  plaintiff. 

Gumey  and  Bolland  for  the  defendant. 


AFTER  TRINITY  TERM,  s^/GEORGE  HI.  S5$ 

Marsh  and  Another,  Assignees  of  Harrison  and      1 8 16. 

Others  v.  Meager.  *^ 

In  an  ac|ion  by 

'J'HIS  was  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  ac-  t^e  «««gnees  of 
cepted  by  the  defendant,  and  indorsed  to  the  thm  ^^L- 

bankrupts.  tice  has  been 

given  to  disputtr 
the  bankruptcy. 

No  notice  having  been  given  under  the  statute ;  adepotition, 
for  the  purpose  of  disputing  the  bankruptcy,  the  i^ro^ai>?'* 
deposition  of  a  witness  was  read,  from  the  proceed-  tented  himself, 
ings  under  the  commission,  in  order  to  prove  the  ^^/J^*  ^^ 

act  of  bankruptcy.  admitted  thai 

he  absented 

The  deposition  (dated  on  the  SOth)  stated,  that  purpose  of 
Harrison  and  the  other  partners,  absented  them-  avoiding  his 
selves  on  the  8th,  and  that  they  had  admitted,  in  a  not  ajH^diying 
conversation  with  the  deponent,  that  they  had  ab-  the timeof  such 
sented  themselves  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  their  notTi^  " 
creditors :  the  date  of  the  conversation  was  not  f^cie  evidence 
specified.  !^t^liS^ 

ruptcy, 

Giffbrd  for  the  defendant,  objected,  that  this  was 
not  evidence  of  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  since  it  did 
not  appear  that  the  conversation  was  either  contem- 
porary with  the  act  of  absenting,  or  immediately 
subsequent  to  it. 

Lord  Ellenborouoh,  being  of  that  opinion,  the 
plaintiff  was  nonsuited,  (a) 

{a)  See  Bateman  v.  BaUejt  5  T.  R*  51a.  Ambrose  v.  Ckmioth  Anth 
267*     flat*  temp.  Hardw*  267.    Rabson  v.  Kemp^  4  Ejp.  ajj. 

BBS  The 


^ 
V 


354  ,  CASES  AT  NISI  PrIuS, 

1816.  Tlie   Attorney-General  and   Marry att   for  the 

'.   MaVsh  '  plaintiff. 

and  Another, 

M  ^G  R  Gifford  for  the  defendant. 


Rex  v.  CuTLEiu 

A  patentee  in    '^''HIS  was  a  sctrefacios^  brought  to  repeal  letters 
LVsumsup  patent  which   had  been  granted,  for  an  inven- 

the principle  in  lion  claimed  by  the  defendant. 

which  his  in- 
vention con- 
sists ;  if  this  The  material  question  arising  on  the  pleadings, 
principiebenot  whether  the  invention  was  new. 

new   the  pa- 
tent  cannot  be 

*h^^h^'^'  *^'  It  appeared,  from  the  defendant's  specification, 
pear  that  the  that  the  invention  consisted  in  a  new  mode  of  feed- 
appUcation  of    [pg  {)^q  fj^g  \^  ^  grate,  by  a  supply  of  fuel  from 

as  described  in  beiow,  instead  of  from  above,  in  the  usual  way.  — 
the  specifica-     The  coals  intended  to  be  consumed  in  the  course 

of  the  day,  were  to  be  deposited  in  a  chamber 
beneath  the  grate,  so  placed,  that  at  first  the 
higher  surface  of  the  chamber  was  to  be  on  a 
level  with  the  lower  surface  of  the  grate.  The 
fire  being  aflerwards  lighted  in  the  grate,  as 
the  coals  in  the  grate  were  gradually  consumed, 
their  place  was  to  be  supplied  by  winding  up  the 
coals  from  the  cjiamber,  by  means  of  a  rack 
and  pinion.  The  coals,  as  long  as  they  remained 
in  the   box,  were  unignited,  the  air  being  ex-^ 

11 
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eluded  from  below,  and  did  not  become  ignited,  IS16. 

until,  by  being  wound  up  into  the  grate,  they  had  j^^^ 

been  brought  into  contact  with  the  coals  previously  v. 

ignited  and  exposed  to  the  access  of  the  air.  Cutler. 

The  defendant,  in  his  specification,  had  summed 
up  the  amount  of  his  claim;  stating,  my  invention 
consists  in  this,  that  the  fuel  necessary  for  sup- 
plying  the  fire,  shall  be  introduced  at  the  lower 
part  of  the  grate,  in  a  peq)endicular,  or  in  an 
oblique  direction  :  as  to  the  manner  of  performing 
it,  it  is  set  forth  in  the  annexed  descriptions  and 
drawings. 

In  order  to  disprove  the  novelty  of  this  invention, 
evidence  was  given  that  Mr.  Marriott^  a  manufac- 
turer of  grates  and  stoves,  had  in  the  year  1812 
made  a  model  (which  was  produced)  of  a  grate 
and   its  appendages,    for    cooking.      The   grate, 
which  was  of  considerable  length,  was  furnished 
with  a  door ;  when  this  door  was  open,  the  grate  in 
no  respect  differed  from  an  ordinary  one,  but  when 
the  door  was  shut,  no  part  of  the  grate  was  visible 
except  a  few  of  the  highest  bars  ;  and  the  whole  of 
the  grate  having  been  filled  with  coals,  and  the 
coals  within  the  bars  above  the  door  having  been 
lighted,  the  coals  in  the  lower  part  of  the  grate  were 
carried  up,  for  the  purpose  of  supplying  the  con- 
sumption  above  by  means  of  a  rack  and  pinion,'  at 
the  discretion  of  the  cook.     The  principle  of  this 
grate,  it  was  contended,  was  precisely  the  same  with 
that  for  which  the  patent  was  claimed ;  the  lower 

B  B  4  part 
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1816.  part  of  the  grate,  when  the  door  was  shut,  being  in 
effect  a  closed  chamber,  to  which  the  air  had  no 
access,  and  the  coals  being  gradually  wound  up 
from  this  chamber  so  as  to  afford  a  supply  to  the 
fire  above.  —  Marriott  stated  that  he  had  also  ap- 
plied the  same  principle  to  a  common  grate  long 
before  the  date  of  the  patent.  —  Another  manufac- 
turer, of  the  name  of  Coombe,  exhibited  a  grate  for 
cooking  nearly  on  the  same  construction.  The 
grate  was  supplied  with  two  doors,  one  above  the 
other ;  when  both  were  shut,  the  air  was  supplied 
by  a  ventilator  from  below ;  when  the  lower  door 
was  shut,  and  also  the  ventilator,  and  the  higher 
door  thrown  open,  the  closed  part  of  the  grate  sup- 
plied the  place  of  a  chamber,  from  which  the  coals 
were  wound  up  by  a  rack  and  pinion,  in  order  to 
supply  the  fire  above  as  it  was  wanted  for  culinary 
purposes. 

It  was  contended  for  the  defendant,  that  his  in- 
vention went  beyond  that  exhibited  in  these  grates ; 
in  the  latter  there  was  no  fresh  introduction  of  fuel 
into  the  grate,  so  as  to  give  a  perpetual  supply,  there 
was  nothing  more  than  a  means  of  contracting  or 
compressing  coals  already  within  the  grate,  which 
could  not  be  done  without  gradually  diminishing 
the  size  of  the  grate  itself.  According  to  the  de- 
fendant's construction,  on  the  contrary,  the  cham- 
ber was  independent  of  the  grate,  placed  below 
it,  and  the  fuel  was  gradually  wound  up  from  the 
chamber  without  at  all  contracting  the  size  of  the 
grate  itself.    It  was  also  contended,  that  there  were 

some 
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some  minor   advantages  which  the  patent  grate       1816. 
possessed  over  those  which  had  been  exhibited  in        j^^ 
evidence. 


Cutler. 


Lord  Ellenb.orough  was  of  opinion  that  the 
principle  on  which  the  two  grates  were  constructed 
was  identical  with  that  described  in  the  terms  of 
the  specification,  which  was  for  a  mode  of  sup- 
plying fuel  from  below,  and  there  was  nothing 
predicated  in  the  specification  of  raising  the  fuel 
from  below  the  grate ;  it  was  merely  for  elevating  a 
supply  of  fuel  from  below,  and  that  the  defendant 
had  confined  liimself  by  thus  summing  up  the  ex- 
tent of  his  invention,  to  the  benefit  of  this  principle* 

Verdict  for  the  Crown. 

The  Attomey-Generalj  BoUand^  and  DowUng^ 
for  the  Crown. 

Topping f  Scarlett^  and  Gaselee,  for  the  defendant. 


Rex  v.  the  Inhabitants  of  Hammersmith. 
THIS  was  an  indictment  for  the  non-repair  of  two  if  the  dcscrip. 

roads.  tionofanhigh. 

dictment  for 
the  non-repair  of  it  be  too  indefinite,  being  equally  applicable  to  several  highways,  ad- 
vantaft  should  be  taken  by  plea  in  abatement,  and  the  description  ghren,  if  true  in  fast, 
cannot  be  objected  to  at  the  trial  under  the  plea  of  the  general  issue. 

One 
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1816.  One  count  alleged,  that  in  the  hamlet  of //a;?!* 

mersmithj  in  the  parish  of  Fulharrij  in  the  county  of 
Middlesea^,  there  was  a  certain  highway  leading 
from  Hammersmith  towards  and  unto  Uxbridge,  in 
the  same  county. 

Marry att  for  the  defendant,  obj^ted  that  the 
description  was  too  indefinite,  since  it  would  equally 
apply  to  many  otiier  roads,  it  might  as  well  have 
been  described  as  the  road  to  London. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  — r  But  is  it  not  true  that 
it  does  lead  from  Hammersmith  to  Uoobridge  as 
alleged  ;  if  so,  and  there  had  been  five  other  roads 
to  which  the  description  would  equally  have  applied^ 
you  should  have  pleaded  in  abatement,  alleging 
that  all  these  roads  were  equally  well  known  by  the 
description  given  in  the  indictment ;  but  the  ob- 
jection cannot  be  taken  under  the  plea  of  Not 
Guilty. 

There  was  a  verdict  for  the  Crown  as  to  one  of 
the  roads,  (ja) 


(a)  In  this  case  the  prosecutor  ing  shall  appear  to  have  lieen  vex- 

Mras  examined  for  the  prosecution,  atious,  yet  the  court  would  scarcely 

and  no  objection  was  taken  to  his  presume,  in  the  first  instance,  that 

competency,  and  (semble)  a  prose-  the  prosecutor's  conduct  had  been 

cutor  in  such  case  is  a  competent  vexatious,  so  as  to  raise  an  objec- 

witness,  since,  though  the  court  is  tion  to  his  competency,  especially 

authorized  to  award  costs  against  after  the  finding  of  a  bill  by  the 

the  prosecutor  in  case  the  proceed-  Grand  Jury. 

Gurneif 
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Gumey  and  Andrews  for  the  prosecution.  1816. 

Marry att  and  Reader  for  the  defendants. 


Rex  v.  Hill  Darley  and  Others. 

^^HIS  was  an  indictment  against  three  defendants.  Upon  an  in- 
for  winning  from  the  prosecutor,  at  one  sitting,  ^f^"»t  for 

°  *  °    wmmng  more 

more  than  10/.  to  wit,  the  sum  of  1S55/.  12^.  6|rf.  than  loAat 
against  the  statute  9  Ann.  c.  14.  s.  5.  ^"*  "^^» , 

^  &c.  under  the 

Statute  9  Ann* 

The  prosecutor  stated,  that  he  had  when  he  c*i4»8.5-the 
began  to  play,  two  bills  of  exchange,  one  for  123/.  be  convictedT^ 
and  the  other  for  1200/.;  and  also  between  80/.  of  winning  a 
and  90/.  in  money,  and  that  he  first  played  with  tbu',*^^  j^ 
Bennett  (one  of  the  defendants)  alone,  to  whom  the  indictment, 
he  lost  about  80/. 

Gumey  objected,  that  the  indictment  could  not 
be  sustained,  since  part  of  the  money  was  lost  to 
Bennett  alone,  and  admitting,  that  the  bills  of 
exchange  could  be  considered  as  money,  and  that 
they  were  won  by  the  three  defendants  jointly, 
they  would  not  make  up  the  amount  charged  to 
have  been  won,  viz.  1355/.  Vis.  did.  But  it  was 
necessary,  he  contended,  to  prove  the  sum  precisely 
as  laid,  since  the  judgment  of  the  Court  upon 
it  is,  "  quod  convictus  est.**  R:\.  Luckup,  Str.  1048, 

and 
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1S16.  and  the  judgment  is  to  be  the  foundation  under 
the  statute,  of  an  action  to  recover  a  penalty  to  the 
amount  of  five  times  the  sum  won.  — ^  But 

Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that  al- 
though if  the  prosecutor  had  averred  in  the  in- 
dictment that  the  defendants  had  won  bills  of 
exchange  of  a  specified  amount,  the  allegation 
must  have  been  proved  as  laid ;  yet  that  since  the 
sum  only  was  averred,  and  that  under  a  tddeUceU 
the  prosecutor  was  entitled  to  prove  the  winning 
of  It  smaller  sum. 

The  defendants  were  ^erwards  found  guilty 
of  winning  a  smaller  sum  than  that  alleged  in  the 
indictment. 

Gdrrow,  A.  G.  and  Marryattfot  the  prosecution. 

Gttmeg,  NoIoTiy  and  Spankie  for  the  defendants* 


See  Rex  ▼•  Oilhamy  6  T.  R.  265.     Rex  ▼.  BurdetU  i  Lord  Rajm. 
X49.     Rex  y.  BajneSf  Lord  Rapn.  1265. 
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Rawson  and  Another  v.  Walker  and  Another.         1816. 

'T'HIS  was  an  action  on  a  promissory  note,  for  the  The  awgnect 
payment  of  66/.,  on  demand^  to  the  plaintiffi.      "^^^S  *  «T" 

•^  mission  of 

bankrupt  may 

The  plaintiffs  were  the  assignees  under  a  com-  maintain  an  ac. 
mission  of  bankrupt  against  Lightfoot  and  another,  „^|^  nST 
and  had  sold  a  quantity  of  furniture,-  part  of  the  P^^n  as  a  col- 
bankrupt's  es%te,  to  one  of  the  bankrupts,  and  the  ^^  goo^^w 
defendants  had  given  the  note  in  question  as  a  col-  by  them  to  one 
lateral  security  for  the  payment  of  the  price  of  this  ^^^ 
furniture.    No  final  dividend  had  been  paid  under     The  defend- 
the  commission,  and  no  allowance  had  been  re-  ^^^^^ 
ceived  by  the  bankrupts  from  the  assignees,  and  note  to  pay  w 
the  vendee  had  become  bankrupt  a  second  time  ^^^„^" 
within  a  twelvemonth.  evidence  to 

shew  a  tia* 
bility  on  a  con- 

On  the  part  of  the  defendants  it  was  contended,  tingency  only, 
that  the  payment  was  to  be  made  out  of  the  bank- 
rupts' allowance  as  far  as  it  went,  and  the  residue 
only  by  the  defendants,  in  case  the  allowance  should 
not  be  sufficient  to  discharge  the  debt.  That  this 
was  contrary  to  the  duty  of  the  plaintiffs  as  as- 
signees, to  sell  upon  such  a  collateral  and  condi- 
tional security,  and  that  at  all  events  the  note  could 
not  be  put  in  suit  till  a  final  dividend  should  have 
been  made,  by  which  it  would  be  ascertained  to 
how  much  the  defendants  were  liable,  and  that  it 
was  competent  to  the  defendants  to  shew  what  the 
real  terms  were,  on  which  the  note  was  given. 

Lord 
6 
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1816.  Lord  Ellenborough.  —  I  am  ready  to  admit  any 

'  R  wsoN     evidence  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  that  the  con- 
and  Another  sideration  of  the  note  was  illegal,  but  I  cannot  re- 
,^  "•         ceive  parol  evidence  inconsistent  with  the  terms  of 
and  Another   the  note.  —  By  this  instrument,  the  defendants  un- 
dertake to  pay  the  amount  of  the  note  upon  de- 
mand, and  they  cannot  adduce  evidence  to  shew 
that  it  was  not  to  be  so  paid,  but  upon  a  contin- 
gency only. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Garrow,  A.  G.  and  PtUler  for  the  plaintiffi. 

Jervis  and  Campbell  for  the  defendants. 

See  Hoare  and  Others  v  Graham  and  Anotherf  3  Camp.  57.  Raines 
V  Knightly t  Skinn,  454. 
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IN  THE  KING'S  BENCH. 


SITTINGS  AT  GUILDHALL. 


B1I4LINOS  V.  Waters.  I8I6. 

HTHIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  work  and  A  messenger 

labour,   &C.  cannot  recover 

'  against  the  pe- 

titioning cre- 

The  defendant  was  the  petitionincr  creditor  under  ^^^  the  ex- 

*  ^  pences  of  an 

a  commission  of  bankrupt  against  Allen  and  another,  unnecessary 
and  the  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff  for  ser-  "***  fruitless 

1         J   *       1  •  J.I      journey  to  the 

Vices  rendered  by  him  as  a  messenger  under  the  we  of  Man, 

commission.  without  speci- 

fic authority 
from  the  pe- 

The  principal  question  was,  whether  the  defend-  titioning  cre- 
ant  was  liable  for  the  expences  of  a  journey  by  the  '^' 
plaintiff  to  the  Isle  of  Man,  which  had  been  sug- 
gested as  advisable  by  the  solicitor  under  the  com- 
mission, in  order  to  ascertain  what  property  the 
bankrupt  had  there,  before  it  became  notorious  that 
a  commission  had  issued,  and  to  secure  as  much  as 
the  laws  of  the  island  permitted  him  to  do  for  the 
benefit  of  the  creditors.  —  The  case  of  Hartop  v. 
Juckes,  2  Maule  &  Sel.  438,  was  relied  on  to 
shew,  that  previous  to  the  assignment  the  petition- 
ing 


^&h 
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1816. 


Billings 
Waters. 


ing  creditor  was  liable  to  the  messenger  for  his  fees 
for  business  done  under  the  commission.  And  it 
was  proved  that  the  solicitor  had  stated  to  the  de- 
fendant that  the  messenger  was  going  out  to  the 
Isle  of  Man  upon  their  business,  and  that  the  de- 
fendant referred  him  to  Bimie^  his  partner,  who 
did  not  oppose  the  measure,  but  inquired  whether 
it  would  be  necessary  to  employ  an  attorney  there. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  The  case  of  Hartop  v. 
Juckes  does  not  contain  any  new  principle :  the  de- 
fendant was  there  held  to  be  liable  on  the  ground 
of  the  special  contract ;  although  it  may  be  conve- 
nient that  the  messenger  shall  receive  his  fees 
through  the  medium  of  the  attorney,  the  latter 
cannot  be  compelled  to  pay  them.  The  petitioning 
creditor  is  liable  for  all  necessary  expences ;  and  the 
question  here  is,  whether  these  expences  are  ne- 
cessary. He  may  indeed,  by  his  contract,  render 
himself  further  liable,  but  has  he  done  so  ?  The 
sending  a  messenger  from  England  for  the  purpose 
of  seizure  would  not  be  necessary,  even  supposing 
thftt  the  property  was  Hable  to  be  seized. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant  it  was  contended, ' 
that  although,  in  general,  the  petitioning  creditor 
is  liable  for  the  business  which  is  necessary  to  be 
done  under  the  commission,  yet  that  in  this  in- 
stance, with  respect  to  the  journey  to  the  Isle  ^ 
Man^  the  defendant  was  not  liable,  since  the  mea- 
sure was  unnecessary,  and  had  been  undertaken  at 

the 


Waters. 
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the  inRtance  of  the  solicitor,  who  had,  in  fact,  sole-       IS16. 
ly  employed  the  messenger,  and  that  the  defendant     BaLXMo* 
had  done  nothing  more  than  make  a  deposition  of 
the  debt,   in  order  to  give  eflScacy  to  the  pro- 
ceedings. 

Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that  a  di> 
viding  line  should  be  drawn  between  those  ex- 
pences  which  were  essential  to  carrying  the  com- 
mission into  effect,  and  the  expences  of  a  fruitless 
journey.  The  expences  would  be  endless  if  a 
messenger  were  to  be  sent  to  every  quarter  where 
property  of  the  bankrupt  was  expected  to  be  founds 
and  wiiere  inquiry  ought  to  be  made ;  he  might 
be  sent  to  South  America.  If  such  inquiries  should 
be  necessary,  they  might  be  made  by  letter.  The 
petitioning  creditor  was  certainly  liable  to  the  ex- 
pence  of  suing  out  the  commission,  advertizing  in 
the  Gazette^  and  other  charges  necessary,  in  order 
to  give  effect  to  the  commission,  but  the  solicitor 
ought  to  use  a  sound  discretion  on  the  subject,  and 
neither  he  nor  the  messengei*  could  charge  ex- 
pences wholly  unnecessary  without  special  autho- 
rity from  the  petitioning  creditor.  The  question 
therefore  for  the  jury  was,  whether  they  deemed 
the  expences  of  the  journey  to  be  necessary. 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  the 
sum  of  8/.  2s.  4fd.  excluding  the  expences  of  the 
journey. 

VOL.  I.  C    C  JtV't7.9 
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1816.  Jervis  and  Nolan  for  the  plaintiff. 


BiLUKOS 
V. 

Watshs. 


GarroWj  A.  G.  and  Scarlett  for  the  defendant. 


See  Finebett  v.  How  and  JarratU  a  Camp.  475.  7Vir«  v.  Hayes^ 
supra.  978.  Arrotwsmith  v.  Barfird^  ib.  in  i;o/.  Hartop  v.  Juckes^ 
%  Mi'jie  &  Sel.  438. 


TWENTYMAN  ».  HaRT. 


A  mere  mort* 
^i^e  of  a  thip 
wlio  doei  not 
take  potiestion 
18  not  liable  for 
cecesiariet 
supplied  for  the 
use  of  the  ship 
previous  to  a 
re-tra&sfer. 


^HIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit,  to  recover  the 
amount  of  necessaries  provided  for  a  vessel,  of 
which  the  defendant  was  the  mortgagee. 

FlowerdeWt  the  owner  of  the  vessel;  being  in- 
debted to  the  defendant,  indorsed  the  certificate  of 
registry  to  him,  as  a  collateral  security,  and  after- 
wards a  new  register  was  made  in  the  name  of  the 
defendant.  The  defendant  afterwards  delivered  up 
the  old  certificate,  but  did  not  make  are«transfer  of 
the  vessel.  The  order  for  the  goods  was  given  by 
the  captain  of  the  vessel,  who  gave  the  name  of 
Flowcrdew  as  the  owner,  and  the  plaintiff  knew  no 
other  owner  than  Flowerdew  in  the  transaction. 

Under  these  circumstances,  Marryatt  for  the 
defendant  contended,  that  he  was  not  liable  to  the 
present  demand,  and  he  cited  the  cases  of  Jackson^ 

V.  Vernon^ 
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V.  Vernon,  1  H.  BL  114.  Ommery  v.  Blackburn, 
1  H.BLl  17.  (in  not.)  Young  v.  Brander,  8  East, 
10.  and  Frazer  v.  Marsh,  13  East,  288,  as  decisive 
to  shew  that  a  mere  mortgagee  of  a  ship,  who  does 
not  take  possession,  is  not  liable  for  supplies  pro* 
vided  to  a  ship. 

Lord  Ellenborouoh.  —  Since  the  repairs  were 
done  by  order  of  the  captain,  and  the  plaintiff  knew 
no  owner  except  FUmerdew,  and  the  defendant  was 
never  in  possession  of  the  ship,  the  plaintiff  must 
be  called. 

Plaintiff  nonsuited. 

Gaselee  and for  the  plaintiff 

Marry att  for  the  defendant 


867 


1816. 


Sec  Weiterdell  v.  Dale^  7  T.  R.  306.  and  Abbott,  Part  x.  c.  i.  s,  xi, 
11,13,  14* 


Guthrie  and  Another  v.  Wood. 


TTHIS  was  an  action  of  trover,  brought  to  recover  Goodi  seized 
the  value  of  a  number  of  presses  and  other  J^n,^  ^jer 
articles,  under  the  following  circumstances.  .  a  distress  for 

rent  without 
any  coQusion,  ind  purchased  by  a  trustee  of  the  tenant's  estate  under  an  assignment  by 
such  tenant,  for  the  benefit  of  die  creditors,  out  of  the  trust  funds,  are  not  liable  to  be 
taken  in  execution  by  an  annuity  and  judgment  creditor,  although  they  are  permitted  by' 
the  trvttttft  to  remain  in  the  possession  of  the  tenant 

c  c  2  Easlman, 
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1816.  EastnuPh  who  was  a  packer,  was  the  proprietor 

*^  ^   -  of  the  goods  in  question,   and  he  made  an  assign- 

and  Another  ment  of  them  to  TVood^  the  defendant,  as  the  trus* 
••  tee  for  Hewtstt,  in  order  to  secure  the  payment  of 
an  annuity  sold  by  Eastman  to  the  latter.  Eastman 
afterwards  assigned  his  counting-house,  fixtures, 
and  utensils  in  trade,  to  Guthrie  (one  of  the  plain- 
tiffs) and  others,  for  the  benefit  of  his  crecUtors, 
subject  to  the  annuity  to  Hewitt.  Eastman  was 
permitted  to  remain  in  possession  of  the  goods,  and 
whilst  he  continued  in  possession,  Pearson^  the 
landlord  of  the  premises,  sent  in  a  distress  for  rent, 
and  the  goods  in  question  were  sold  under  the  dis- 
tress, and  purchased  by  Guthrie,  who  paid  for 
them  (as  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendant) out  of  the  funds  which  he  held  in  his 
haqds,  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors,  and  charged 
the  amount  of  the  purchase  to  them.  Eastman 
btiil  remained  in  possession  of  the  goods,  and  they 
were  seized  under  an  execution,  at  the  suit  of 
Wood,  as  the  trustee  of  Hewitt. 

For  the  defendant,  it  was  contended,  that  the 
plaintiffi  could  not,  by  purchasing  the  goods  out  of 
the  creditor's  funds,  defeat  the  annuity ;  that  the 
whole  transaction  was  a  mere  shuffle,  to  effect  this 
object,  Guthrie  having  declared  that,  having  got 
rid  of  the  annuity,  he  would  let  the  goods  remain 
on  the  premises ;  and  that  the  goods  being  allowed 
to  remain  in  the  possession  and  visible  ownership 
of  Eastman,  were  liable  to  the  execution  sent  in 
by  the  defendant:     and    the  case  of   Lingham 

V.  Biggs^ 


AFTER  TRINITY  TERM,  56  GEORGE  III.  369 

V.  BiggSf  1  Bos.  &  Pull.  82.  was  cited   in  con-       1816. 
firmation  of  this  position.  Guthhie 

and  Another 

On  the  other  side,  the  cases  of  Kidd  v.  RawUn-  yq^^^ 
soHf  3  Esp.  52.  2  Bos.  &  Pull  59.  and  Leo- 
nard V.  Baker  J  1  ilf .  &  5.  251.  were  cited,  to 
shew,  that  the  circumstance  of  Eastman's  being  al- 
lowed to  remain  in  possession,  did  not  render  the 
goods  liable  to  the  execution. 

Lord  Ellenborouoh.  —  I  had  supposed  that 
evidence  would  have  been  given  of  some  collusion 
on  the  part  of  Pearson^  the  landlord,  with  the 
plaintiff;  but  nothing  of  this  kind  appears.  The 
plaintiffs  acquired  a  property  in  the  goods  by  pur- 
chasing them  at  the  sale  under  the  distress. 
Guthrie^  as  a  trustee,  was  not  on  that  account 
precluded  from  becoming  a  purchaser  ;  he  pur- 
chased them  as  any  other  person  might  have  done  ; 
and  though  he  had  taken  the  money  with  which 
he  purchased  them  from  the  strong  box  of  another, 
that  would  not  have  vitiated  the  sale.  His  motive 
for  buying  was,  that  the  goods  might  not  be  re- 
moved from  the  premises,  but  might  remain  there 
for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors,  and  he  was  quite 
at  liberty  if  he  chose  to  leave  Eastman  in  the  pos- 
session. The  doctrine  of  possession  applies  to 
cases  of  conveyance  from  the  party  himself.  The 
statute  of  Eliz.  does  not  apply  to  a  case  like  thift, 
where  the  property  is  sold  not  by  the  party,  but 
under  a  distress  for  rent  I  had  supposed  that  an 
attempt  would  have  been  made  to  shew  that  the 

c  c  3  distres6 
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1816.       distress  was  merely  colourable    and    fraudulent, 

Guthrie    ^^^  ^^^^  *^^  landlord  had  been  induced  to  act 

and  Another   merely  in  favour  of  Eastman  or  the  creditors  j  but 

Wood.  *^  ^^^^  °^^  appear.  Guthrie  became  the  pur- 
chaser at  the  sale  as  any  other  person  might  have 
been,  and  it  was  at  his  option  to  take  the  goods 
or  leave  them ;  he  was  the  legal  proprietor,  and 
Wood  had  no  right  to  take  them  in  execution. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiffi. 

Scarlett  and  Spankie  for  the  plaintiffi. 

Marry att  and  Comyn  for  the  defendant. 


See  Edwards  ▼.  Harben^  2  T.  R.  587.  Wordall  v.  Snutlh 
X  Camp.  333.  Holbirdv.  Anderson^  $  1*.  R.  135.  EsNuukv*  CailUuulf 
5  T.  R«  430.  Dewej  y^Bajntun^  6  East*  157.  Meux  v.  Bowelh 
4  East,  X. 


Fleming  t^.  Hayne. 

A  bankrupt  'T'HE  question  in  this  case  was,  whether  the  de- 
tainTd  luB  cer-  feudaut,  who  was  a  Certificated  bankrupt,  had 
tjficate  is  not  by  ^  Subsequent  promise,  rendered  himself  liable  to 
!!!S?«;!?^«,^  a  debt  which  would  otherwise  have  been  barred 

promise  to  pay 

a  fonner  debt,  by  the  Certificate. 

unless  it  be  ex- 
press, distinct, 

and  unequivQ. .     The  declaration  was  upon  a  general  mdebitaius 

csstwipstu 

The 


AFTER  TRINITY  TERM,  56  GEORGE  III.  S71 

The  defendant  obtained  his  certificate  on  the       ^l^ 
4th  of  Jpril^  1816.    On  the  Gthof^pn^  upon     Yim€ifg^ 
application    made  to  him    for  payment  by  the         v. 
nephew  of  the  plaintifi^  he  said  that  he  was  unable     Hatnr. 
to  pay  the  debt,  but  that  if  the  plaintiff  would 
wait,  he  would  pay  the  debt  in  two  instalments. 
It  did  not  appear  that  this  proposal  had  been  ac- 
ceded to.     On  the  20th  of  April  another  applica- 
tion having  been  made,  he  admitted  that  he  had 
before  agreed  to  pay  15L  in  satisfaction  of  the 
debt ;  but  said,  that  as  he  had  obtained  his  certifi- 
cate, he  would  not  pay  that  sum  imless  he  was 
compelled  by  law. 

Lord  Ellenborough,  in  summing  up  to  the 
Jury,  observed —>  The  admission  which  the  de- 
fendant made  on  the  20th  was  not  a  promise  to  pay 
the  debt,  but  is  evidence  of  an  antecedent  agree- 
ment to  pay  the  sum  of  15L ;  and  the  refusal  to 
pay,  because  he  had  then  obtained  his  certificate, 
imported  that  the  agreement  to  pay  was  previous 
to  the  certificate.  You  ought  to  be  .satisfied  that 
the  defendant  made  a  distinct,  unequivocal  pro- 
mise to  pay,  before  he  is  to  be  placed  again  in  the 
responsible  situation  from  which  the  law  has  dis- 
charged him.  The  promise  in  this  declaration  is 
stated  unconditionally,  but  if  the  defendant  pro- 
mised conditionally  only,  he  cannot  become  liable 
until  the  terms  of  the  condition  have  been  per- 
fiormed.  If  you  think  the  defendant,  being  under 
no  I^al  obligation  to  pay  the  debt,  but  con- 
templating his  legal  and  mwal  situation,    deli- 

c  c  4  bcrately 
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1616. 


berately  promised  to  pay  the  debt,  the  plaintifT 
will  be  entitled  to  your  verdict,  otherwise  you 
ought  to  find  for  the  defendant. 

Verdict  for  the  defendant* 


Topping  and  E.  Lawes  for  the  plaintifi. 
Garrow,  A.  G.  and  Campbell  for  the  defendant. 


See  Betfird  v.  Saunders^  2  H.  B.  1 16. 


RoBsoN  t;.  Anduade. 


A  kaving  de- 
posited with  B 
loo/.  to  distri- 
bute amongst 
A's  creditors  in 
proportion  to 
*  their  claims,  no 
one  of  these 
can  maintain 
an  action 
against  B  be- 
fore the  pro- 
portions of  all 
the  claimants 
have  been 
ascertained. 

A's  declara- 
tion in  such 
ease  u  evidence 
to  f  hew  that  C 
is  a  creditor  of 
his  to  a  specific 
amount. 


HTHIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit,  for  money  had 
and  received  to  the  plaintiff's  use. 

It  appeared  that  Gold/iom  had  paid  into  the  bands 
of  the  defendant  the  sum  of  100/.,  to  be  divided 
amongst  his  creditors,  (at  the  subscription-rooms) 
of  whom  the  plaintiff  was  one.  It  also  appeared 
that  Goldham  had  specified  the  plaintiff  and 
two  others  as  being  his  creditors  for  particular 
sums. 

Garrow,  A.  G.  for  the  defendant,  contended  that 
the  declaration  of  Goldham  on  the  subject,  was  not 
evidence  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  that  the  per- 
sons specified  were  entitled  to  the  tOOL    But 

Lord 
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Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that  the  1816. 

declaration  of  Goldham  was  evidence  to  shew  that  roLok 

the  plaintiff  was  entitled  as  a  creditor,  but  that  it  ^     v. 
would  not  preclude  the  defendant  from  shewing 

that  there  were  other  creditors  ;  and  that  if  it  ap- 
peared that  there  were  three  creditors  only  whose 
claims  had  been  ascertained,  the  piaintifi'  would  be 
entitled  to  recover  his  ascertained  definite  aliquot 
part  of  the  100/. 

It  afterwards  appeared  that  there  were  other 
creditors,  Jacobs  and  Davies,  and  that  the  claim  of 
the  latter  did  not  exceed  10/.,  nor  that  of  the 
former  100/.,  but  that  no  adjustment  had  been  made, 
and  that  the  precise  amount  remained  unascer- 
tained. 

Scarlett  for  the  plaintiff  contended,  that  at  all 
events  he  was  entitled  to  a  verdict  for  something, 
since  though  the  precise  amount  of  the  plaintifi^'s 
share  remained  unascertained,  the  jury,  under  the 
circumstances,  might  give  a  sum  to  which  at  the 
least  the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled. 

Lord  Ellenborouoh.  —  The  defendant  cannot 

be  called  upon  to  pay  a  sum  which  has  not  been 

ascertained,  and  before  he  has  adjudicated  on  the 

claims  upon  the  fund  entrusted  to  him.     As  long 

as  there  were  but  three  claimants  in  the  field,  the 

amount  of  whose  claims  had  been  ascertained,  I 

was  with  you.    The  plaintiff  must  be  called. 

Plaintiff  nonsuited. 

Scarlett 
6 
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1816.  Scarlett  and         '  for  the  plaintifT. 

RoBsoK.         Garrcmo^  A.  G.  for  the  defendant, 

Andradb. 


In  the  ensuing  tenn,  Scarlett  moved  for  a  new 
trial,  on  the  ground  that  having  proved  the  plaintiff 
to  be  a  claimant  to  a  specific  amount,  it  was  incum- 
bent on  the  defendant  to  shew  how  much  was  due 
to  other  claimants  in  diminution  of  the  plaintiff's 
defiaand ;  but  the  Court  held,  that  previous  to  an 
adjustment  of  the  claims  of  the  various  creditors, 
no  action  could  be  maintained. 

Rule  refused. 


Brembridge  v.  Osborne. 


Whet«  there 
is  a  competi- 
tion of  evi- 
dance  upon  the 
quettioB  whe* 
dier  a  security 
has  been  satis- 
fied by  pay- 
ments the  pos- 
sesttonof  that 
security  by  the 
claimant  ought 
to  turn  the 
scale. 


npHIS  was  an  action  by  the  indorsee  against  one 
of  the  makers  of  a  joint  and  several  promissory 
note,  for  the  sum  of  lOiL  and  a  fraction,  payable 
seven  months  after  the  date. 

The  defendant  had  paid  6L  into  court,  and  the 
defence  was,  that  the  remahider  had  been  paid  to 
ITiarowgoodf  the  payee. 

In  summing  up  to  the  jury,  his  Lordship  ob- 
served,  that  where  there  is  a  competition  of  evi- 
dence on  the  question,  whether  a  security  has  or 
has  not  been  satisfied  by  pajrment,  the  possession  of 

the 
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the  uncancelled  security  by  the  claimant  ought  to       I8l^- 
turn  the  scale  in  his  favour,  since  in  the  ordinary  Brimbridgb 
course  of  dealing,  the  security  is  given  up  to  the     ^   v. 
party  who  pays  it. 

Verdict  for  the  defendant. 

Garrotv,  A.  G.  and  Marry att  for  the  plaintiff. 
Topping  and  Chitfy  for  the  defendant. 


Wbightson  and  Another  v.  Pullan  and  Another. 

'T'HIS  was  an  action  by  the  plaintiffi,   as  the  After  the  ac- 

indorsees,  against  the  defendants,  as  the  ac-  ^^jj^^^^ 
ceptors  of  a  biU  of  exchange,  dated  Feb.  1st,  1815,  between  A  and 
for  the  payment  of  850/.  ti*^^ 

of  the  partner- 
It  appeared  that  the  bill  was  drawn  by  Taylor  ^^^^^ 
and  Son,  payable  to  their  own  order,  and  accepted  disadutum,  an 
by  Hopcrqft,  one  of  the  defendants,  in  the  name  of  "^dors^  ^o 
himself  and  his  partner,  and  indorsed  by  Tcnflor  without  notice 
and  Co.  to  the  plaintiff  for  value.    The  defence  ^  ^«  disioiu. 
was,  that  after  the  date  of  the  bill,  but  before  it  f  J^  the  biu  ' 
had  actually  been  drawn,  the  partnership  between  ^^g^init  B. 
Pullan  and  Hopcrqft  had  been  dissolved.     The 
dissolution  took  place  on  the  ISth  of  Feb.  1815, 
and  had  been  published  in  the  Gazette  on  the 
14th  of  Feb.  and  after  this  the  bill  had  been  de- 
livered 
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1816.       livered  to  the  plaintifis,  with  Hopcrqffs  acceptance 
Ly     "  upon  it. 

and  Another 

**'  Topping  for  the  plaintiffs  contended,  that  they 

and  Another,  were  entitled  to  recover,  since  they  had  taken  the 

bill  dated  before  the   dissolution  for  value,    and 
without  any  notice  of  the  dissolution,  —  But 

Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion  tliat  since 
t^e  partnership  had  actually  been  dissolved  before 
the  drawing  of  the  bill,  Ptdlan  could  not  be  charged 
by  the  subsequent  act  of  Hopcroft. 

Verdict  for  the  defendant. 


In  the  ensuing  term.  Topping  moved  for  a  new 
trial,  but  the  rule  was  refused,  and  a  distinction 
was  taken  between  the  present  case  and  the  case 
of  goods  supplied  after  a  dissolution  of  partner- 
ship, but  without  notice,  by  one  who  has  been  in 
the  habit  of  supplying  goods  to  a  firm. 


Sec  Kilgour  v.  Fmlayjofh  i  H.  B.  155-  M*Ivfr  v.  Humble^ 
16  East*  169.  Henderjon  v.  Smith  and  ITildy  2  Camp.  561.  XJjher  t. 
Dauneijy  4  Camp.  97. 
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Davis  v.  Noak.  ,    ^^^^' 

'T'HIS  was  an  action  on  the  case  for  a  malicious  A  declaration 

'^  ^.  in  in  action  for 

prosecution.  a  malidout 

prowcutioBy . 

The  declaration  contained  two  counts :  in  the  2^JlJ^^^!* 
first  it  was  alleged,  that  the  defendant  went  before  fendant 
— Giffiyrd,  a  magistrate,  andfalsely,  maliciously,  and  ^^^^  ^^ 
without  any  reasonable  or  probable  cause,  charged  felony,  is  sup. 
the  plaintiffwithhaving  feloniously  stolen  a  diamond  ?^*^^*^il 
pin,  a  silver  fruit  knife,  &c.  and  other  articles,  the  defendant 
property  of  the  defendant,  in  his  dwelling-house,  "^*^*!^  ^^  ** 
and  caused  and  procured  the  said  Giffbrd  to  issue  he  had  b^n 
his  warrant,  &c.     The  second  count  alleged,  that  robbed  of  spe- 
the  defendant,  falsely  and  maliciously,  and  without  ^nd  that  he* 
any    reasonable   or    probable  cause,   caused  the  «ii«pected  and 
plaintiff  to  be  charged  with  an  offence,  punishable  y^^  goodrea- 
by  law,  to  wit,  felony,  &c.  »on  to  suspect 

and  believe 
that  the  phin- 

It  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  had  served  the  de-  tiff  had  stolen 
fendant  in  the  capacity  of  butler,  and  had  afterwards  ^"*^ 
caused  him  to  be  arrested  for  a  debt  due  to  him. 
After  the  arrest,  the  defendant  laid  an  information    ' 
before  Mr.  Giffbrd^  the  magistrate,  which  was  pro- 
duced, and  in  which  he  stated,  that  two  months 
ago,  his  secretaire  had  been  broken  open,  and  a 
large  diamond  pin,  a  silver  fruit  knife,  and  other 
articles,  his  property,  had  been  feloniously  stolen, 
And  that  he  suspepted  and  believed,  and  had  good 

reason 
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1816.      reason  to  suspect  and  believe,  that  the  same  had 
'  ~  D^yig      been  feloniously  stolen  by  the  said  Davis. 

V. 

NoAK.  Upon  this  information,  a  warrant  was  granted, 

and  the  defendant  was  called  upon  by  Sir  William 
Parsons,  before  whom  the  plaintiff  was  brought, 
by  virtue  of  the  warrant,  to  make  good  his  cfiarge, 
but  the  complaint  was  ultimately  dismissed. 

Garrow,  A.  G.  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 
objected,  that  the  declaration  had  not  been  suffi- 
ciently proved;  it  alleged  an  express  charge  of 
felony,  but  upon  the  evidence,  it  appeared  that 
the  defendant  had  only  expressed  his  suspicion 
and  belief,  that  the  plaintiff  had  committed  the 
felony.  He  merely  suggested  to  the  magistrate  the 
circumstances  which  engendered  the  suspicion  ia 
his  mind,  leaving  the  magistrate  to  act  according 
to  his  own  discretion :  but 

Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that  the 
averments  in  the  declaration  had  been  substantially 
proved.  An  application  had  certainly  been  made 
by  the  defendant  for  the  apprehension  of  the  plain- 
tiff, and  a  warrant  would  have  been  granted  in 
either  case,  whether  the  defendant  had  sworn  posi* 
tively  to  the  fact,  or  had  sworn  to  his  belief  only; 
he  could  not  have  sworn  that  he  knew  the  charge 
to  be  true,  unless  he  had  been  an  eye  witness  to 
the  fact,  or  the  party  had  confessed  it. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Topping 
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Topping  and  Espinasse  for  the  plaintiff.  1816. 


GarroWf  A.  G,  and  E.  Lowes  for  the  defendant. 


A  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  having  bepn  ob- 
tained in  the  subsequent  term,  Topping  and  Espi- 
nasse afterwards  shewed  caused  against  it.  They 
contended,  that  since  this  was  an  action  on  the 
case,  those  allegations  only  which  were  material 
were  put  in  issue  by  the  plea  of  the  general  issue 
not  guilty ;  and  that  in  the  present  case  the  griev- 
ance was,  the  maliciously  causing  a  warrant  to  be 
issued  without  probable  cause,  and  that  whether 
that  was  effected  by  a  charge  of  suspicion,  or  of 
actual  felony,  was  not  material.  And  they  referred 
to  the  cases  of  fFim  v.  White,  2  Bla.  Rep.  840. 
Waites  v.  Briggs,  2  Salk.  665.  and  Roberts  v. 
Price f  1  Lord  Ratfm.  702.  But  that  at  all  events, 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  retain  his  verdict  on 
the  second  count,  since  the  word  felony  under  the 
videScetf  might  be  rejected  as  surplusage. 

But  the  Court  were  clearly  of  opinion,  that  the 
word  felony  could  not  be  rejected,  since  then  there 
would  be  no  charge  at  all. 

Garros,  A.  G.  and  E.  Lowes  for  the  defendant, 
insisted,  that  he  had  done  nothing  more  than  state 
certain  facts,  from  which  he  inferred  a  belief  of 
the  commission  of  a  felony  by  the  plaintiff,  leaving 
the  magistrate  to  act  upon  it  according  to  his 
discretion :  and  also  that  the  allegation  upon  the 

record. 
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1816.      record,  required  specific  proof,  as  in  an  action  for 
Da'vo   '  words. 

^^^^'  Lord  Ellenborough.  —  I  am  at  an  utter  loss 
for  the  meaning  of  the  word  charge,  as  used  in 
the  declaration,  if  it  is  not  satisfied  by  the  statement 
made  by  the  defendant.  The  question  is  what  in 
common  parlance  that  statement  amounts  to.  The 
magistrate  calls  it  a  charge.  Is  it  not  a  statement 
to  a  common  intent,  that  the  plaintiff  stole  the 
property  ?  No  one  could  state,  without  having  seen 
it  with  his  own  eyes,  that  the  party  had  actually 
stolen  the  property.  He  informed  the  magistrate 
that  his  secretaire  had  been  broken  open,  and  that 
he  had  discovered  that  a  diamond  pin  and  other 
articles,  had  been  feloniously  stolen,  the  carpus 
delicti  therefore  was  stated ;  he  then  went  on*  to 
say,  as  every  one  who  had  not  been  an  eye  wit- 
ness must  have  done,  that  he  believed  that  DmnSj 
who  had  been  his  servant,  had  stolen  them.  The 
accusation  could  not  have  been  more  direct,  unless 
he  had  seen  the  very  act.  The  magistrate  uses  the 
words  to  make  good  the  c/iarge,  he  therefore  con- 
ceived it  to  be  a  chaise,  and  in  common  parlance 
what  is  it  else.  What  could  a  magistrate,  under 
the  circumstances,  do,  but  issue  his  warrant? 
The  only  question  is,  whether  to  a  common 
intent,  this  is  not  a  charge;  it  is  not  indeed  such 
a  technical  description  of  a  crime,  as  to  bring 
it  within  the  words  of  the  statute,  but  it  is  a 
statement  of  strong  reason  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant,  to  believe  that  the  plaintiff  had  stolen 
his  property. 

Bayl£Y> 
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Bayley,  J.  —  My  present  impression  is,  that       1816. 
there  is  a  material  variance  between  the  declaration      Davis 
and  the  evidence  adduced  to  support  it.     The  in-         v. 
jury  which  results  from  a  charge  of  this  nature  is      Noak. 
partly  to   character.     A  party   may  make  either 
that  which  he  knows,  or  that  which  he  suspects, 
th^  foundation  of  his  charge,  and  there  is  a  great 
difference  whether  the  information  be  so  laid  as  to 
import  that  he  proceeds  upon  actual  knowledge  or 
on  suspicion  only.     There  is  a  material  difference 
in  this  respect  as  to  the  evidence  to  be  produced 
upon  the  trial.     If  he  has  pledged  his  knowledge 
of  the  fact,  he  engages  to  prove  such  knowledge 
upon  the  trial ;  if  suspicion  only,  then  such   cir- 
cumstances as   shall  justify  that  suspicion.     Sup- 
pose the  defendant  were  bound  to  plead  his  defence 
specially,  would  it  be  sufficient  in  his  justification 
to  set  forth  such  circumstances  as  shewed  that  he 
had   not  actual  knowledge,   but  only  reasonable 
ground  to  suspect  and  believe.     The  allegation  is, 
that  without  any  reasonable  or  probable  cause,  he 
charged  the  plaintiff  with  having  feloniously  stolen. 
He  might  have  seen  the  act,  have  traced  the  pro- 
perty, and  found  it  in  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff; 
or  on  making  the   charge,  the  latter  nvight  have 
confessed  it,  and  in  such   cases   he  might  have 
stated  in  an  unqualified  manner,  that  the  plaintifi(^ 
had  stolen  the  property.     Upon  a  Habeas  Corpus, 
there  is  a  great  difference  between  a  commitment 
upoi^  a  direct  charge,  and  one  upon  mere  suspicion. 
liOoking  at  the  words  of  the  declaration,  they  im- 
port, that  the  defendant  made  a  charge  as  upon 
VOL.  I.  V  V  his 
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1816«      hid  own  actual  knowledge ;   but  the  infortnation 
^    j.^  imports  nothing  more  than  that  the  defendant  stit- 

V.  pected  and  believed.  If  this  applies  to  the  first 
NoAK.  count,  it  applies  also  to  the  second,  which  cannof 
be  distinguished  from  the  first,  and  imports  a  ge- 
iieral  and  not  a  qualified  charge.  If  I  am  mistaken 
as  to  the  meaning  of  the  allegation  as  Virtually  im- 
plying knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 
then  these  observations  fall  to  the  ground  ;  but  I 
am  bound  to  state  my  present  impression  on  the 
subject. 

Abbott,  J.  —  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  decla- 
ration was  supported  by  the  evidence.  The  action 
is  not  founded  upon  words  only,  but  upon  acts 
done.  The  preferring  a  charge  of  felony  is  syno- 
nimous  with  an  accusation  of  having  feloniously 
stolen.  The  evidence  to  support  this  is  the  infor- 
mation before  the  magistrate,  which  contains  in 
substance  an  assertion  that  a  felony  had  been  com- 
mitted, and  that  the  defendant  had  good  cause  to 
suspect  and  believe  that  Davis  had  stolen  the  pro- 
perty, which  according  to  the  common  imderstand- 
ing  of  mankind,  and  as  it  was  understood  by  the 
magistrate,  amounts  to  a  charge  of  felony  against 
the  plaintiff,  and  is  therefore  sufficient  to  sustain 
the  allegation. 

The  words  crimen  felomiB  imposuit  have  often 
been  translated,  "  imputed  the  crime  qfjelof^  ;** 
but  they  mean,  "  made  a  charge  of  felony,'*  and 
it  has  been  held  that  they  are  not  supported  by 

proof 
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proof  of  mere  words  without  going  before  a  magis-  1^16. 
trate,  and  preferring  crimen^  i.  e.  a  charge  of  felony,  Davis 
without  reference  to  the  precise  mode.  v. 

NOAK. 

HoLROYD,  J.  —  I  am  also  of  opinion  that  the 
declaration  is  supported.  This  is  not  an  allegation 
of  the  particulars  of  the  charge,  either  written  or 
oral,  preferred  by  the  defendant.  —  The  defendant 
expressly  states  his  opinion,  that  the  felony  has 
been  committed  by  his  servant,  the  plaintiff.  He 
applies  to  the  magistrate  for  the  purpose  of  ob- 
taining a  warrant  against  some  one,  but  he  does 
not  state  the  facts  upon  which  his  opinion  is  found- 
ed to  enable  the  magistrate  to  act  according  to  his 
discretion,  but  says,  that  he  suspects  and  believes, 
and  has  good  cause  to  suspect  and  believe,  that  the 
felony  was  committed  by  the  plaintiff.  He  not 
only  states  his  suspicion,  but  goes  on  to  assert, 
that  he  has  good  reason  for  entertaining  it.  This 
amounts  to  an  accusation,  and  on  these  grounds 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  allegation  is  proved.  Both 
counts  stand  on  the  same  footing,  since  they  both 
allege  a  charge  of  felony. 


See  Leigh  v.  IVebby  3  Esp.  165. 
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1816.  Bluett  v.  Osborne  and  Another. 


A  soUs  to  B  a  ^'HIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit,  for  goods  sold 
bowsprit  which        ^j^^  delivered. 

at  the  time  of 
sale  appears  to 

be  perfectly  The  question  was  as  to  the  price  of  a  bowsprit 
t^ch,  after  Supplied  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendants.  No 
being  used  spccific  price  had  been  stipulated  for ;  the  veaael 
u™  oi^  to  be  sailed,  and  upon  her  arrival  at  Madeira,  the  bow- 
rotten  :  in  the  sprit,  upou  being  cut  up,  was  found  to  be  rotten. 
frM^*A Is  -  ^^®  defendants  had  had  an  opportunity  of  in- 
titled  to  re-  specting  the  bowsprit,  which  appeared,  at  the  time 
whart^"bJt   ^^  delivery,    to  be  in    every  respect  good    and 

sprit  was  ap-      periect. 
parently  worth 

delivery.  It  was  Contended  for  the  defendants,  that  they 

were  not  liable  to  more  than  the  real  value  of  the 
bowsprit;  and  the  case  of  Famesworth  v.  Garrard^ 
1  Camp.  S8.  was  referred  to.  And  that  there  was  an 
implied  warranty  on  the  part  of  the  vendor,  that 
the  article  should  be  made  of  good  and  sufficient 
materials. 

Lord  Ellenborouoh.  —  A  person  who  sells,  im- 
pliedly warrants,  that  the  thing  sold  shall  /inswer 
tlie  purpose  for  which  it  is  sold ;  in  this  case  the 
bowsprit  was  apparently  good,  and  the  defendants 
had  an  opportunity  of  inspecting  it.  No  fraud  is 
complained  of,  but  the  bowsprit  turned  out,  to  be 

defective 
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defective  upon  cutting  it  up.     I  think  the  plain-       1816. 
tiff  is  not  liable  on  account  of  the  subsequent  ^  ^   '^ 

*  Bluett 

faihire.     In  the  case  cited,  what  the  plaintiff  de-  v. 

served,  was  the  value  of  the  building ;    what  he     9*?°*^' 
deserves  here,  is  the  apparent  value  of  the  article 
at  the  time  of  delivery :   Supposing   the  price  to 
have  been  paid  on  delivery,   could  it  have  been 
recovered  back  ? 

Verdict  for  the  plaintifl^  damages  60/. 

Garrow,  A.  G.  and for  the  plaintiff. 

Jervis  and  Barnwell  for  the  defendant. 

In  the  ensuing  term  the  court  refused  a  rule 
Nisi  for  a  new  trial. 


See  Havelocke  v.  GedJes^  10  East,  SSS*     DavuUon  v.  Cwjnne^  1% 
East,  381,  and  Okell  y.  Smitbt  supra,  107. 


Lowes  and  Others  v.  Mazzaredo  and  Others. 

T'HIS  was  an  action  by  the  plaintiffs,  as  the  in-  The  payee  of  a 

dorsees  against  the  defendants,  as  the  acceptors  *^^  °^  ^*' 
of  a  bill  of  exchange,  dated  28th  March  1814,  \nZ^%  it 
drawn  by  G.  Lowes  on  the  defendants, for  the  sum  of  "p*"?  *** 

J  '  usunous  coj*. 

1000/.  payable  two  months  after  date,  to  his  own  tnu:t  at  the 

timeof  the  con- 
tract, a  h^tm  JuU  holder  canaot  afterwards  recorer  upon  it  against  the  acctptor 

D  D  S  order. 
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* , ' 

Lowes 
and  Others 

.     V. 
Mazzar- 

REDO 

and  Others. 


order,  indorsed  by  G.  Lo^wes  to  Sir  M.  Bloxham, 
by  the  latter  to  Ambrose^  and  by  Arnhrose  to  the 
plaintifis. 

The  defence  was,  usury  committed  upon  the  in- 
dorsement of  the  bill,  by  G.  Lowes  to  Sir  M.  BIot- 
hartif  and  by  the  plaintifis,  on  taking  the  bill  by  in- 
dorsement from  Ambrose. 


It  appeared,  that  G.  Lowes,  on  the  1st  of  Aprils 
took  the  bill  to  Sir  M.  Btoxham,  to  get  it  dis^i 
counted,  and  that  the  latter  agreed  to  do  it,  on 
receiving  one  half  per  cent  commission,  and  5  per 
cent  as  loss  incurred  by  selling  out  stock,  G.Lowes 
acceded  to  these  terms,  and  the  bill  was  indorsed 
at  the  time  of  the  transaction.  It  also  appeared, 
that  the  plaifi  tiffs,  upon  the  indorsement  to  them,  had 
received  one-fourth  jpercen/.  besides  commission,  as 
brokers :  this  however,  it  was  contended,  was  di- 
vided between  the  plaintiffs,  who  were  brokers  at 
Liverpool,  and  their  London  agents ;  and  was  no 
more  than  an  adequate  remuneration  for  the  ex- 
pences  of  carriage,  &c. 

Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that  the 
plaintifis  were  not  entitled  to  recover  on  the  bill, 
since  they  were  obliged  to  claim  through  an  indorse- 
ment which  had  been  vitiated  by  usury ;  but  upon 
the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  insisting  strongly  on  the 
case  of  Parr  v.  Etiason,  1  East,  92.  his  Lordship 
permitted  the  plaintiffs  to  take  a  verdict,  subject 
to  a  motion  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

A  rule 
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A  rule  fiisi  having  been  obtained  to  that  effect 
in  the  ensuing  term,  Scarlett  and  Littledale  after* 
wards  shewed  cause  against  it.  They  relied  mainly 
on  the  case  of  Parr  v.  EUason^  1  East^  92,  and  upon 
the  doctrine  there  expounded  by  Lord  Kenyon. 
They  argued,  that  although  the  statute  avoided  the 
indorsement  to  Sir  M.  Blosham^  on  the  ground  of 
usury,  yet  that  it  did  not  whoUy  nullify  the  indorse- 
ment to  the  exclusion  of  the  claim  of  an  innocent 
holder.      That  every  subsequent  holder  was  in  pri- 
vity with  an  indorsement  once  made,  and  might 
claim  immediately  from  the  indorser.  The  property 
on  the  indorsement  by  G.  Lowes^  resided  in  some 
one,  and  if  it  did  not  pass  to  Bloj^hanif  it  remained 
in  G.  Lowes,  and  he  might  have  brought  his  action 
upon  it,  or  by  indorsement  have  transferred  his  iur 
terest  in  the  bill  :  suppose  then  that  he  had  taken 
the  bill  back  from  Sir  M.  B.  might  he  not  have  put 
it  into  the  hands  of  another,  and  so  have  trans- 
ferred the  interest  which  he  had,  but  if  he  could, 
then  in  the  present  case,  €he  interest  had   been 
transferred,  since  the  holder  is  in  privity  with  the 
first  indorser,  and  the  intermediate  transaction  is 
immaterial.     The   case  of  Daniel  v.  Cartony,    1 
Esp.  274.  was  also  cited,  to  shew  that  where  the 
bill   is    good  in  its  inception,    an    intermediate 
usurious  transaction  will  not  prevent  an  innocent 
holder  from  recovering,  and  it  was  urged,   that 
the  Court  would  not  be  willing  to  extend  the  doc- 
trine expounded  in  Lowe  v.  Waller,  Doug.  736. 
which  was  contrary  to  previous  decisions  on  the 
subject.     And  that  as  to  the  per  centage  taken  by 

D  D  4  the 
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1816.       the  plaintifl^,  it  was  no  more  than  an  adequate  re^ 

Lowes      muneration  for  the  expences  of  carriage,  &c.  and 

and  Others  that  at  all  ovents  it  was  a  question  for  the  jury» 

,^  ^'         whether  the  transaction  was  usurious. 
Mazzar- 

REDO 

and  Others.  g^^  ^\^q  Court  were  of  opinion  that  the  case  of 
Parr  v.  Eliasoriy  was  distinguishable  from  this,  and 
might  be  supported  upon  other  grounds,  and  that 
the  indorsement  was  entirely  avoided  by  the  statute 

of  usury,  and  could  not  be  dismissed  for  one  pur- 
pose, and  retained  for  another  ;  and  that  afler  the 
case  of  Lowe  v.  Waller  had  been  acted  upon  so 
long,  its  foundation  could  not  now  be  inquired 
into.  The  Court  were  also  of  opinion  that  ih^  in- 
dorsement to  the  plainti£&  was  also  infected  with 
usury ;  and  the  rule  for  entering  a  nonsuit  was  made 
absolute. 

Scarlett  and  lAttledale  for  the  plaintifl^. 

Topping  for  the  defendants. 


MouELAND  t;.  Leigh  and  Another. 

An  action  on    '^HIS  was  an  actiou  against  the  defendants,  as 
tT^  sherm  of  London. 

a  sheriff  (who 

has  not  been  ruled  to  return  the  writ)  for  neglecting  to  have  the  mosej  in  couit  according 

to  the  exigency  of  a  JUri/aeiaj. 

The 
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The  declaration  stated,  that  the  plaintiff' had  re-       1816. 
covered  a  debt  against  A:  B.  and  sued  out  a  ^fi.  fa.    Mori^and 
which  was  delivered  to  defendants,  the  sheriffs,  to          y. 
be  executed ;  the  first  count  averred,  that  the  de-     A^^^Vg^ 
fendants  forbore  to  levy  when   they  might  have 
levied,  and  had  not  the  money,  &c.;  the  second 
averred,  that  the  defendants  had  levied,  but  had 
not  the  money,  &c. 

Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that  this 
was  not  such  a  default  as  laid  the  foundation  of  an 
action.  The  sheriffs  should  have  been  ruled  to  re- 
turn the  writ,  which  the  Court  would  have  required 
to  be  a  legal  return,  and  ifjalse,'  the  plaintiff*  then 
would  have  been  entitled  to  his  action. 

Plaintiff^  nonsuited,  (a) 

Topping  and  Garwood  for  the  plaintiffi 

Spankie  for  the  defendant. 

(a)  I  am  indebted  to  a  friend  for  Kb  note  of  the  above  case. 

Regularly  an  action  on  the  case  does  not  li«  against  the  sheriff  for 
not  returning  a  writ  without  other  defsiult,  for  he  shall  be  amerced, 
Semh.  %  IfuU  453.  and  Com,  Dig.  Retom.  F.  z.  Bnt  it  is  otherwise 
where  the  plaintiff  delivers  his  writ  to  the  sheriff  in  full  county,  accord- 
ing to  the  provisions  of  the  st.  West*  2.  13  Ed.  i.  c.  39.  —  %  Injt*  4$%. 
and  see  the  st*  20  G.  3.  c.  37. 

A  sheriff  having  returned  to  a  vrrit  of  Ft,  Fa,  that  he  has  seized  and 
sold  part,  and  that  the  residue  remains  in  his  hands  for  want  of  buyers  may 
skew,  upon  an  action  brought  for  not  having  the  money  in  court,  &c.  that 
the  goods  were  in  fact  the  property  of  the  assignees  of  the  defiendant  who 
kad  become  a  bankrupt.  - 

Brtdges  aid  Another  v*  Walford. 

Thu  was  an  action  against  the  The  declaration  aUeged,  that  the 
sheriff  of  Essex,  tried  at  the  Bjjm  plamtifit'  having  obtained  judgmtnc 
Summer  Auizest  x8i6«—  against  WUUam  ColUn  for  a  deU 
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1816.        of  3ooo/.»  sued  out  z fieri  fac'msy 

^  ^  '  &c.»  whereupon  the  defendant  re- 

Brydoes      turned  that  he  had  levied  on  goods 

and  Aoother    to  the  amount  which  remained  in 

t;.  his   hands   for   want    of    buyers, 

WalF0R2>»    whereupon  the  plaintifTs  sued  out  a 

n}emUtioni  exponas,    upon    which 

the  defendant  returned,  that  he  had 

sold  goods  to  the  amount  of  1000/.9 

but  that  the  residue  remained  iu  his 

hands  for  want  of  buyers.     The 

declaration  then  alleged,  that  the 

defendant  had  not  the  money  so 

levied  before   our  said    Lord  the 

King   at   Westminster^   &c. ;    but 

that  contrary'  to  kis  duty  as  such 

sherif  he   had  paid  the  sum  60 

levied,  and  delivered  the  goods  so 

seized  to  divers  persons  unknown. 

The  plaintiffs  were  judgment 
creditors  of  ColIen\  upon  a  judg- 
ment signed  Oct.  4.  18 15.  On 
the  1  oth  of  October  a  J^ri  facias 
was  delivered  to  the  dieriF,  who 
seized  goods  to  the  amount.  On 
the  2cth  of  N^vemifgr  the  sheriflT 
returned,  that  he  had  levied,-  and 
that  the  goods  remained  in  his  hands 
for  want  of  buyers.  On  the  %^A 
of  November  the  plaintiffs  sued 
out  a  writ  of  venditioni  exponas. 
In  Hilary  Term,  181 6,  the  sheriff 
returned*  that  he  had  .sold  part,  and 
that  the  residue  remained  in  his 
hands  for  want  of  buyers.  A  com- 
mission of  bankruptcy  was  sued 
out  against  Cclleny  Feb.  18  J  6.  It 
was  contended  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiffs,  that  che  defendai\t  was 
precluded  by  his  return  from  ad- 
ducing evideoce  to  shew  that  the 


goods  were  the  property  of  ColUn^s 
assignees.  That  it  was  the  duty 
of  the  sheriff  to  teil  the  goods,  and 
that  he  could  not,  after  returning 
that  he  had  sold  them,  pay  over  the 
product  to  the  assignees.  On  the 
part  of  the  defendant  the  above 
case  was  cited. 

BuRRouoH,  J.  admitted  evidence 
to  shew  that  the  plaintiffs  knew 
that  CoUen  (who  had  conmiitted 
an  act  of  bankruptcy  at  the  If  roe 
of  the  execution)  was  insolvent. 
The  defepdant  had  a  verdict  with 
leave  to  the  plaintiffs  to  move  to 
enter  a  verdict* 

A  rule  wi  having  been  obti^ned 
to  that  effect,  Gumej  and  F,  Latves 
contended,  that  tht  sherifi^s  return 
was  conclusive  upon  him*  It  had 
been  held,  that  tlie  acts  of  the 
sheriff  were  4>inding  on  third  fier- 
sons  a  fortiori^  they  were  conclu- 
sive against  himself;  and  that  the 
proper  course  for  the  sheriff  was  to 
i4>|]^  to  the  Court  to  pcnout  him 
to  amend  his  return. 

Lord  £lJ.ENBORODGH.  —  The 
sheriff  is  not  supposed  to  be  omni- 
scient, he  did  what  was  right  at  the 
time,  but  when  he  found  that  he 
was  not  justified  in  what  he  had 
dune,  he  was  not  to  proceed  to  all 
lengths.  If  you  had  received  the 
money  from  the  sheriff,  you  myet 
have  repaid  it  to  the  assignjeaea* 
The  daim  is  against  botli  law  and 
morals. 

The  other  judges  beii^  of  the 
oame  opinioi^. 

The  Rule  was  dischai^ged* 
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COURT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS. 


SITTINGS  IN  LONDON. 


Lucas   and  Others,   Assignees  of  Bourman,  v.       i816. 

Groning  and  Others.  "^ 

■ 

T'HIS  '^v'as  an  action  brought  by  the  plaintiffs,  as  a  in  LonJon 

the  assignees  of  Bourman,    a  bankrupt,    to  t""^*^^^* 
recover  1600^.  as  the  balance  of  an  account  with  b  and  c  at 
the  bankrupt.  H^>nburgb  for 

*  ,  ,  sale  upon  a 

Bourman  had  consigned  good*  to  Groning  and  del  credere 
Co.  at  Hamburgh  for  sale,  under  a  dtl  credere  com-  5onjn"8»>on,  B 
mission,  and  being  desirous  ot  obtaining  advances  makes  ad- 
of  money,  Groning  in  London  agreed  to  make  such  ▼^"^es  to  A 
advances,  for  which  it  was  stipulated  that  be  was  out  of  the  pro- 
to  be  repaid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  consign-  ceeds—Band 
ments.     Gi^oning  and  Co.,  of  Hamburgh,  had  trans-  ^^  puAhl^ 
mitted  bills  to  the  amount  of  1600/.  to  Groning  in  bills  for  a 
London.     These  were  drawn  by  Lemon  on  Levy  ^nsmitTo  B 
and  Co.,   and  were  transmitted  to  Groning  in  in  London^ 
London,  and  specially  indorsed  to  him.     Groning  ^l^^\^  *^f^ 
and  Co.  wrote  to  Bourman^  to  inform  him  of  the  and  these  kiip, 
sale  of  the  sugars,  and  of  the  purchase  of  bills  on  ?^^J^  h^*"^ 
his  account,  which  they  requested  him  to  note  in  are  dishonour. 
conformity  when  duly  honoured.     The  bills  were  *^  \^^  ? 

•'  ^  must  bear  the 

not  paid  over  to  Bourman  before  his  bankruptcy,  loss, 
but  remained  in  the  hands  of  Groning,  in  London, 
till  they  were  dishonoured ;  and  the  question  was, 
whether  Bourmetnls  asngnees^  or  Groning  and  Co. 
were  to  bear  the  loss  upon  ihese  bills. 

10  GiBBS, 
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1816.  GiBBs,  C.  J.  —  The  question  here  is,  whether 

Lucas      certain  bills,  which  turn  out  to  be  unproductive, 

and  Others    were  at  the  risk  of  Bourman  or  of  the  defendants. 

» 

Groning  Bourman  being  desirous  of  selling  goods  at  Ham- 
and  OiherB.  burgh.  Consigns  them  to  the  house  of  Groning 
and  Co.  at  Hamburgh^  to  be  sold  on  a  del  credere 
eommission,  and  wishing  to  obtain  advances  on  ac- 
count of  these  goods,  an  agreement  is  entered  in to^ 
by  which  it  is  stipulated  that  Groning,  in  London^ 
shall  make  advances  in  London  to  Bourman^  and 
that  he  shall  be  repaid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
consignments.  There  is  no  stipulation  for  any  par- 
ticular mode  of  remittance,  but  merely  that  the 
proceeds  shall  be  set  against  the  advances  by 
Groning.  The  whole  of  the  balance  on  the  side  of 
the  proceeds  is  accounted  for,  except  l600iL ;  and 
therefore  the  whole  question  is,  upon  whose  account 
the  bills  are  to  stand,  no  direction  having  been 
given  to  purchase  goods,  or  to  remit  the  balance  in 
any  particular  way.  —  Supposing  the  agreement  to 
be  silent  on  the  subject,  as  soon  as  the  agent  is  iai 
cash  by  the  sale  of  the  consignments,  he  is  an- 
swerable for  the  amount,  and  cannot  dispose  of  it 
without  authority,  and  the  mode  of  disposal  is  at 
his  own  risk,  and  he  need  not  pay  it  over  till  he  is 
called  upon. 

Afler  commenting  upon  all  the  facts  of  the  case, 
his  Lordship  added :  —  The  question  is,  whether 
there  grows  out  of  this  transaction  a  right  on  the 
part  of  Groning  and  Co.  to  send  bills  not  at  their 
own  risk,  but  at  that  of  Bourman.  It  has  been 
suggested,  that  what  Groning  and  Co«  did  at  Ham^ 

7  hwrgK 
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burgh^  and  what  Groning  did  here,  was  done  in  two  I81«. 

different  capacities ;  that  what  w  as  done  at  Ham-  Lucai 

burgh  was  done  for  the  house,  but  what  was  done  and  Others 

here,  was  done  by  Groning  in  his  own  individual  ^  ^• 

capacity ;  you  are  to  judge  of  the  effect  of  this.  and  Others. 

The  jury,  which  was  a  special  jury  of  merchants, 
found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Lens  and  Vaughan^  Serjeants,  and  Campbell  for 
the  plaintifis. 

Shepherd  and  Best^  Serjeants,  and  Richardson 
ibr  the  defendants. 


YORK  SUMMER  ASSIZES. 


Rex  v.  the  Inhabitants  of  Ecclesfield. 

TTHIS  was  an  indictment  against  the  inhabitants  Themhabitants 
of  the  parish  of  Ecclesfield,  for  the  non-repair  ^^l^£^ 
of  a  road  within  the  parish.  bitantsof  apar- 

The  defendants,  after  pleading  prescriptive  obli-  ^"{^^^^^^ 
gfttions  under  which  different   districts  and  divi-  prescription  t* 
sions  were  bound  to  repair  different  parts  of  the  "^p^'^  .*?  ^*°'' 
road  in    question,   with   respect  to  the   residue,  situate  withia 
alleged,  that  the'  inhabitants  of  a  certain  district  *^*^  district, 

^  save  and  except 

one  common  highway  within  the  said  district,  the  plea  may  be  supported)  although  it  ap« 
pear  that  the  excepted  highway  is  of  recent  date. 

In  such  a  plea  it  is  unnecessary  to  state  by  whom  the  excepted  highway  is  repairable. 

Of 
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1S16.  or  division  in  the  parish  of  Eccksfield^  called  Wads- 

j^^  fey,  from  time  .whereof  the  memory  of  man  is  not 

nf.  to  the  contrary,  have  repaired  and  amended,  and 

EocLEs-  ]^j^yg  jj^gjj  yggj  j^j^  J  accustomed  to  repair  and  amend, 

andof  right  ought  to  have  repaired  andamended,  and 
still  of  right  ought  to  repair  and  amend,  when  and 
*  so  often  as  it  hath  been  or  shall  be  necessary,  such 
and  so  many  of  the  common  highways,  situate  in 
the  said  district  or  division  of  Wadsleyy  as  would 
otherwise  be  repairable  and  amendable  by  the  in- 
habitants of  the  said  parish  2it\2^vgey  saoe  and  except 
a  ceriain  common  highway  in  the  said  district  or  di- 
vision of  Wadsleyy  being  another  and  different  com- 
mon highway  from  the  other  parts  of  the  said 
common  highway  in  the  indictment  mentioned  to 
be  ruinous,  &c. ;  and  that  the  residue  of  the  said 
common  highway  so  alleged  to  be  ruinous,  &c.,  now 
is,  and  during  all  the  time  when  the  same  is  alleged 
to  be  ruinous,  &c.,  hath  been  situate  in  the  said 
district  or  division,  in  the  said  parish  of  Eccles- 
fields  called  Wadsley^  and  would,  but  for  the  said 
prescription  or  usage,  be  repairable  and  amendable 
by  the  inhabitants  of  the  said  parish  at  large,  and 
that  by  reason  of  the  premises,  the  inhabitants  of 
the  said  district  or  division  of  Wadsley^  during  all 
the  time  last  aforesaid,  ought  to  have  repaired  and 
amended,  and  still  ought  to  repair  and  amend,  the 
said  residue,  &c. 

It  appeared  in  evidence,  that  the  road  excepted 
in  the  plea  was  not  an  ancient  road,  but  had  been 
fbnned  about  twenty-five  years  ago,  by  the  commis- 
fioners  under  an  inclosure  act. 

It 
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It  was  objected  on  behalf  of  the  prosecution,  that  1816. 
the  defendants,  under  the  plea  as  it  was  framed, 
were  bound  to  shew  that  the  excepted  road  had 
existed  immemorially,  since  it  was  pleaded  as  an 
exception  to  an  immemorial  obligation,  and  could 
not  have  been  an  exception  unless  it  had  existed 
immemorially.     But 

Wood,  Baron,  was  of  opinion,  that  the  plea  was 
supported  by  the  evidence,  although  the  exception 
might  have  been  stated  more  explicitly. 

Verdict  for  the  defendants. 

JRainCf  Richardson^  and  WiOiams  for  the  prose- 
cution. 

Scarlett  and  Littledale  for  the  defendants. 


In  the  ensuing  term,  Williams  moved  for  judg- 
ment  for  the  Crown,  non  obstante  veredicto,  on  the 
ground  that  the  plea  did  not  state  how  the  road, 
which  formed  an  exception  to  the  prescription,  was 
to  be  repaired,  whether  by  the  inhabitants  of  the 
district,  or  by  some  individual  ratione  tenurce. 
But  the  Court  held  that  it  was  not  material  to  allege 
by  whom  the  excepted  road  ought  to  be  re- 
paired, (a) 

(fi)  The  court  granted  a  rule  riUi  upon  another  ground. 
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1816.  RkX.    V.  RUSHWORTH. 

A  forged  order  'T'HIS  was  an  indictment  against  the  prisoner 
<rf^obtainhi^*  undcF  the  Statute  7  G.  2.  c.  22.  which  charged 

reward  for  the  *  the  prisoner  with  forging,  and  also  in  other  counts 
&c!!of™a"'  ^^^  uttering,  knowing  it  to  be  forged,  an  order  on 
grant  is  not  a  the  treasurer  of  the  West  Riding  of  the  county  of 
tk^sZr^  a.  ^^^^*  ^^^  ^^^  payment  of  money.     The  order  was 

c.  11,  unless  it  SCt  OUt  aS  foUoWS  : 
contain  the  re- 
quisites pre-  w-r      -r..,. 
scribed  by  the  *' WestRidmg -j 

St,  17  G.  2.      of  Yorkshire,  >  «  To  the  Treasurer  of  the  said  Riding. 

c.  5.  8,5,al-  ^Q  ^,ii^         3 

though  it  is 

drawn  in  the         cc  p^y  unto  the  constablc  of  Stanley,  in  the  said 

same  form  as  -o.-i.  .  i  t  n 

orders  in  that  "  Riding,  or  his  Order,  the  sum  of  four  pounds  ten 
county  usually  cc  shillings  for  apprehending  and  conveying  to  the 
drawp.  "  House  of  Correction,  at  Wakefield^  the  bodies  of 

"  James  Woody  Mary  Woody  Thomas  Hall,  Ann 
"  Hally  Mary  ElHsy  John  Bentlcy,  Hannah  Bentley, 
"  Richard  Jones,  and  Mary  JoneSy  as  vagrants, 
**  committed  by  me  7th  day  oi  February,  and  six- 
"  pence  for  this  order.  Given  under  my  hand  this 
«  23d  day  of  March,  1816. 
4/.  10^.  6rf.  "  J.  Taylor." 

By  the  st.  I7  G-  2.  c.  5.  $.  5.  it  is  enacted,  that 
"  If  any  constable,  &c.  shall  so  apprehend  and  Con- 
"  vey  such  rogue  or  vagabond,  it  shall  and  may  be  . 
**  lawful  for  such  justice  or  justices  to  reward  any 

**  such 
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"such  constable  or  other  person,  by  making  an       1816- 
"  order,  under  hand  and  sealy  upon  the  high  or         .^ 
"  cliief  constable,  to  pay  the  sum  of  10^.  to  the         v. 
person  so  apprehending  him  or  her  within  one  Rusiiworth. 
week  after  demand  and  producing  such  order,  and 
**  upon  his  giving  a  receipt  for  the  same ;  and  the 
"  same  shall  be  allowed  or 'paid  by  the  treasurer  of 
**  the  county,  riding,  division  or  liberty,  to  such 
"  high  or  chief  constable,  on  his  passing  his  ac- 
"  counts  and  delivering  such  order  and  receipt,  and 
"  also  his  own  receipt  for  the  same,  to  such  trea- 
"  surer,  and  the  said  justices  at  the  general  or 
quarter  sessions  shall  allow  the  same  to  the  trea- 
surer in  his  accounts,  upon  his  producing  and 
delivering  up  the  vouchers  aforesaid/* 


Evidence  was  adduced  on  the  part  of  the  prosecu- 
tion, to  shew  that  in  the  West  Riding  of  the  county 
of  Yorkf  it  had  been  customary  to  make  orders  in  a 
form  similar  to  that  of  the  order  stated  in  the  in- 
dictment, and  that  orders  in  that  form  had  been 
constantly  paid  by  the  treasurer. 

Williams  and  Starkie  for  the  prisoner,  objected 
that  the  order  in  question  was  not  an  order  for  the 
payment  of  money  within  the  scope  of  the  statute 
17  G.  2.  c.  5.  s.  5.  since,  in  the  first  place,  it  did  not 
purport  to  be  under  seal,  and  was  not  directed  to  the 
high  constable  of  the  Riding  as  the  act  required  j 
and  that  therefore  the  requisites  of  the  act  not 
having  been  complied  with,  the  instrument,  sup- 
posing it  to  have  been  genuine,  would  have  been 

VOL.  I.  E  E  perfectly 


RUSHWOIITH. 
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1816.  perfectly  inoperative.  The  defect  was  not  merely 
j^^  a  collateral  one,  but  was  to  be  found  in  the  frame 
V.  and  structure  of  the  instrument  itself.  Then  sup- 
posing the  Stat.  17  G.  ^.  to  be  out  of  the  question^ 
the  case  could  not  fall  within  the  stat*  2  G*  2.,  since 
it  was  nothing  more  than  an  order  by  Mr.  Taylonr^ 
the  magistrate,  on  Mr.  iee,  the  county  treasurer, 
for  the  payment  of  a  sum  of  money  over  which  Mr. 
Tajflor  had  no  controul  or  dominion  whatsoever. 
The  only  means  by  which  the  order  could  be  con- 
sidered as  obligatory,  was  the  stat.  I7  G.  2.  and 
the  requisites  of  that  statute  not  having  been  com- 
plied with,  the  order,  supposing  it  to  have  been 
genuine,  would  have  been  perfectly  nugatory. 

Heywoodi  Maude^  and  Richardson  for  the  Crown, 
contended,  principally,  that  since  orders  in  the  form 
of  the  order  in  question  had  been  generally  drawn 
and  acted  upon  in  the  West  Riding,  it  was  not  es- 
sential to  bring  the  prisoner  within  the  statute  that 
the  order  should  comply  with  the  requisites  of  the 
statute  17  G.  2.  c.  5. ;  it  was  sufficient  that  it  pur- 
sued the  usual  form,  and  w^as  therefore  capable  of 
being  the  instrument  of  fraud.  It  was  in  fact  an 
order  for  the  payment  of  money  within  the  stat. 
2  G.  2. ;  although  it  did  not  strictly  pursue  the  form 
prescribed  by  the  st.  I7  G.  2. 

Bayley,  J. — To  bring  the  case  within  the  statute, 
the  order  must  be  such  as  on  the  face  of  it  imports 
to  be  made  by  a  person  who  has  a  disposing  power 
over  the  funds.     In  this  case,  the  party  looking  at 

the 
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the  act,  must  have  known  that  the  order  was  not       isie. 

made  by  one  who  had  a  disposing  power  over  the 

f hnds  in  his  hands.    Mr.  Tat/lor^  as  an  individual, 

had  no  right  to  make  such  an  order,  and  the  trea-  ^^shworth. 

surer  had  no  right  to  consider  it  as  an  order  which 

he  was  bound  to  obey.    Mr.  Taylor^  in  his  character 

of  a  justice  of  the  peace,  had  no  authority  to  make 

such  an  order  ;  if  he  had  any  it  was  derived  from 

the  statute,  but  he  had  no  power  to  make  such  an 

order  as  this,  and  if  such  a  one  had  been  made,  the 

treasurer  ought  not  to  have  obeyed  it. 

The  prisoner  tras  accordingly  acquitted  on  this 
and  another  similar  indictment  (a). 


Heywoodf  Maude,  and  Richardson,  for  the  pro- 
secution. 

ft 

WiJUams  and  Starkie  for  the  prisoner. 


{a)  See  Lockett*%  case,  Leach, 
C.  C.  L.x  xo,  3d  Ed.  MaryMitcheir% 
case,  ih.  in  notm  fFUliamj*B  case, 
ib.  X34.  R.  V.  Mojff^attt  ib.  483. 
Cisnch^s  case,  ib.  6xx«  Rujb<worth*9 
cate  differs  from  most  of  those  de- 
cided upon  the  at.  %0  %.  c,  %%,  in 


thisrespect,  that  the  order  wasxnade 
in  the  form  in  which  such  orders  had 
usually  been  made  witl^n  the  West 
Riding  of^  the  county  of  York;  but 
the  same  principle  applies,  since  tht 
treasurer  was  under  no  obligadon  to 
obey  such  an  order. 
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Wright  qui  tam  v.  Hortox. 


In  a  qui  tam 
action  the  court 
will  after 
verdict  direct  a 
similiter  to  be 
entered,  al- 
though the  ob- 
jection founded 
upon  the  want 
of  it  was  taken 
at  the  trial. 

A  general 
allegation  in 
an  action  for  a 
penalty  for 
acting  as  a  ma- 
gistrate with- 
out a  qualifica- 
tioni  following 
the  words  of 
the  statute^ 
without  spe- 
cifying any 
particular  actt 
is  good  after 
verdict, 


''J[^HIS  was  a  qui  tam  action  against  the  defendant, 
to  recover  a  penalty  of  100/.  for  having  acted 
as  a  magistrate  without  a  sufficient  qualification. 

■ 

It  was  objected  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 
that  the  Court  could  not  proceed  in  the  trial  of  the 
cause,  inasmuch  as  the  similiter  was  wanting  upon 
the  Nisi  Prim  record,  which  issued  from  the  court 
6fKi?ig^s  Bench.   But 

Wood,  Baron,  proceeded  to  try  the  cause,  and 
the  plaintiff  had  a  verdict  for  the  penalty. 


Richardson^  in  the  ensuing  term,  having  obtained 
a  rule  to  arrest  the  judgment,  or  to  award  a  new 
trial,  and  the  plaintiff  having  obtained  a  rule  Nisi 
for  amending  the  record,  by  adding  the  similiter  ; 
it  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that 
the  defect  was  not  cured  by  any  of  the  statutes  of 
jeofails,  since  they  did  not  in  general  extend  to 
penal  actions .  and  therefore  that  the  case  of  Har^ 
vey  v.  PeakCy  Bur7\  1793.  was  not. applicable  j  and 
the  case  of  Heath  v.  Walker ^  Str.  11 17.  was  relied 
upon,  where,  upon  a  similar  objection,  the  Court 
refused  to  proceed.  The  issue  in  this  case  agreed 
with  the  Nisi  Prius  record,  and  if  the  roll  was 
right,  but  the  Nisi  Prius  record  wrong,  the  "liirdict 

ought 
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ought  to  be  set  aside,  since  the  Judge  had  no  au-  1816. 

thority  to  try  the  cause  ;  and  it  was  attempted  to  wright 
distinguish  this  case  from  that  of  an  indictment,  v. 

since  there  the  omission  was  the  act  of  the  officer,  Ho^^ton. 
but  here  it  was  the  fault  of  the  plaintiff' who  brought 
down  the  record. 

But  the  Court  were  of  opinion  that  the  defect  was 
amendable,  and  referred  to  Sayei^  v.  Peacock^  Cowp. 
407.  Rawbone  v.  Hickman^  Str.  55 1  •  and  Harrises 
case,  Cro.  J.  502.  which  had  been  cited  by  Little- 
dale  on  the  other  side. 

Richardson  then  objected,  that  the  declaration 
was  faulty,  because  it  alleged  generally,  that  the 
defendant  had  acted  as  a  magistrate,  without  spe- 
cifying any  particular  act  that  he  had  done,  and 
referred  to  the  cases  under  the  statute  of  false  pre- 
tences. 

Sed  per  curiam  non  allocatur  Since  the  objection 
is  taken  after  verdict,  and  the  declaration  pursues 
the  words  of  the  statute,  and  even  in  a  penal  action, 
after  verdict,  what  has  been  generally  expressed,  is 
presumed  to  have  been  particularly  proved,  and  a 
verdict  will  serve  in  such  an  action,  where  it  would 
not  in  case  of  an  indictment. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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57  George  III. 


SITTINGS  AT  WESTMINSTER. 


horse  • 


1  '     i  Rex  v.  Pywell  and  Others. 

Nov.  a9th. 

An  indicttncnt  npjjjg  ^^s  an  indictment  against  the  defendants 
a  deceitful  re-  for  a  Conspiracy  to  cheat  and  defraud  General 

pretentation      Moclean,  bv  Selling  him  an  unsound  horse. 

and  warranty 
of  the  sound- 
ness of  an  It  appeared  that  the  defendant,  Pywellf  had  ad- 
vertised the  sale  of  horses,  undertaking  to  warrant 
their  soundness.     Upon  an  application  by  General 
Maclean  at  PyweWs  stables,  Budgery^  another  of 
the  defendants,  stated  to  him  that  he  had  lived  with 
the  owner  of  a  horse  which  was  shewn  to  him,  and 
that  he  knew  the  horse  to  be  perfectly  sounds  and, 
as  the  agent  of  PywelU  he  warranted  him  to  be 
sound.      General  Maclean  purchased  the  horse, 
and  took  the  following  receipt :  — 

"  Received 
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"  Received  of Maclean^  Esq.,  the  sum  of  fifty       1816. 

"  guineas,  for  a  gelding  warranted  sound,  to  be  re-        j^^^ 
"  turned,  if  not  approved  of,  within  a  week.*'  v. 

It  was  discovered  very  soon  after  the  sale,  that   ^q^^ 
the  animal  was  nearly  worthless.     The  prosecutors 
were  proceeding  to  give  evidence  of  the  steps 
taken  to  return  the  gelding,  when — 

Lord  Ellenborough  intimated  that  the  case  did 
not  assume  the  shape  of  a  conspiracy  ;  the  evidence 
would  not  warrant  any  proceeding  beyond  that  of 
an  action  on  the  warranty,  for  the  breach  of  a  civil 
contract.  If  this  (he  said)  were  to  be  considered 
to  be  an  indictable  ofTenoe,  then  instead  of  all  the 
actions  which  had  been  brought  on  warranties,  the 
defendants  ought  to  have  been  indicted  as  cheats. 
And  that  no  indictment  in  a  case  like  this  could  be 
maintained,  without  evidence  of  concert  between 
the  parties  to  effectuate  a  fraud. 

The  defendants  were  accordingly  acquitted. 

The  Attorney-General  and  Andrews  for  the  pro« 
secution. 

Nolan  and  Spankie  for  the  defendants. 


See  fFAeatU/s  ciM9  a  Burr.  iia;.  Pinkneysczst^  East,  P.  C.  8l8. 
H.  V.  Munoi  2  Str.  iia;.  7  Mod.  815.  R,  r.  Lara,  6  T.  R.  565. 
R»  V.  Bower,  Cowp.  3*3. 
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N       y       /  Champneys  v.  Peck. 

Same  day. 

A  bill  with  an  rp jjjg  ^^g  ^^  action  of  assumpsit  on  an  attorney's 

indorsement  JL        .,,  .  ^ 

upon  it,  bill,  and  the  onlj  question  was,  whether  a  bill 

**8^*d^V'  d  ^^^  heen  delivered  according  to  the  provisions  of 
acopytoCD,"  the    statutc,   one  month  before  the  action   was 

M'hich  indorse-  brOUght. 
ment  is  proved 
to  be  in  the 

hand  writing  of  The  action  liad  been  commenced  on  the  20th  of 
clerk  of  the  Aprily  1815.  It  was  proved  that  DawUngy  a  clerk 
plaintiff's,  of  the  plaintiff's,  died  in  November^  1815;  and  a 
w^^tohlvT  '  ^^^^*  containing  the  items  of  the  business  done  by 
delivered  a       the  plaintiff'  for  the  defendant  was  produced,  upon 

S)  tiT  ^^^^^  ^^^^  indorsed  the  words  "  March  4th,  1815, 
proved  to  have  delivered  a  copy  to  Mr.  Peck,^^  which  were  in  the 
tL^e^f'^hl^*   hand-writing  of  Dott^&w^. 

date,  is  evi- 
dence to  prove      Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that  it  was 

the  biiL       ^   not  sufficient  merely  to  prove  that  this  indorsement 

was  in  the  hand-writing  of  the  deceased  clerk, 
without  at  least  showing  that  the  indorsement  had 
an  existence  cotemporary  with  the  date. 

Storks  for  the  plaintiff*,  then  adduced  further 
evidence,  to  shew  that  the  indorsement  existed  at 
the  time  when,  according  to  its  purport,  the  bill 
had  been  delivered ;  and  also  to  shew,  that  it  was 
the  business  of  Dawling  to  deliver  the  bill,  and  that 

such 
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such  an  indorsement  was  usually  made  in  the       1816. 
common  course  of  business  upon  the  copy  kept.         chamVnfy 

Lord  Ellenborough  deeming  this  to  be  prima       ^^^* 
fasie  evidence  of  the  due  delivery  of  the  bill,  the 
plaintiff  had  a  verdict.  * 

Storks  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  cause  was  undefended. 


Alderson  and  Another  v.  Clay.  Same  day. 

THIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  goods  sold  ^^  ^  *<^t«» 

-*•  J  J   I .  J  against  one  of 

and  dehvered.  aevend  mem- 

bersof  a 

The  plaintiffi  were  manufacturers  of  leaden  pipes,  ^^^  under 
and  the  action  was  brought  against  Clay,  the  de-  a  deed  of  co- 
fendant,  as  a  member  of  a  society  of  persons,  asso-  fo^^Jj^'fup. 
ciated  under  the  name  of  the  Gosport  and  Forton  piled  to  the 
Water  Works  Company,  for  the  value  of  leaden  rif^!  "^^  "^i!; 

■*       •^ '  fendant  may  be 

pipes  supplied  to  them  to  the  amount  of  487/*  10^.    proved  to  be  i 

partner  by 
^  parol  evidence 

The  plaintiffs  proved  by  oral  evidence,  that  a  without  pro- 
company  existed  under  the  denomination  of  the  ^^^^  ^* . 

'^      •^  deed.     And 

the  entries  in  a 
book  containing  a  record  of  the  proceedings  of  the  society  produced  at  the  meetings,'and 
open  to  the  inspection  of  all  Uie  members,  are  admissible  in  evidence  against  the  defendant 
after  he  has  been  psoved  to  be  a  member  of  the  society. 

Gosport 
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1816,       Gosport  and  Forton  Water-Works  Company j  and 

Aldbrson  *^^*  *^^  defendant  was  a  member  of  the  society, 
and  Another  and  that  Nicholson^  who  was  also  a  member  of  the 
^  ^'  society,  had  given  orders  by  a  letter  (which  was 
produced  and  read)  to  thte  plaintifis,  to  send  the 
leaden  pipes  in  question  on  account  of  the  com- 
pany. It  was  also  proved  that  the  defendant, 
Clayy  had  attended  several  meetings  of  the  society, 
and  had  acted  as  chairman,  and  that  the  course 
was  for  the  clerk  of  the  society  to  take  minutes  of 
the  proceedings  which  took  place  at  each  meeting, 
and  afterwards  to  enter  them  in  a  book,  which  was 
submitted  to  the  inspection  of  the  society  at  the 
next  meeting,  when  it  was  laid  open  on  the  table, 
and  was  accessible  to  all  who  attended  the  meeting. 
It  appeared  that  the  minutes  had  usually  been  taken 
by  Sloperf  the  clerk  to  the  society,  and  had  been  en- 
tered in  the  book  by  his  clerk,  (who  was  called  as  a 
witness,)  from  time  to  time.  It  appeared  also,  that 
there  was  a  deed  of  co-partnership,  which  was  in 
the  hands  of  Fisher^  the  present  clerk  j  but  this 
deed  was  not  produced. 

It  was  proposed  to  read  entries  contained  in  the 
book,  in  order  to  shew  that  the  order  given  by 
Nicholson  had  been  authorized  by  the  society,  and 
consequently  to  establish  the  liability  of  the  de- 
fendant (who  had  not  pleaded  in  abatement)  in  the 
present  action. 

Scarlett  for  the  defendant,  objected,  that  in  order 
to  establish  the  fact  of  the  defendant's  being  a 

12  member 
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member  of  the  society,  the  deed  of  co-partnership,       l8ljS- 
which  was  in  the  hands  of  Fisher ^  ought  to  have    alderson 
been  produced,  and  that  no  entry  in  the  book  oould  and  Another 
be  read  against  the  defendant,  without  proof  that      cl^Iy. 
he  had  authorised  it ;  and  that  he  could  not  be 
bound  by  entries  copied  by  a  clerk  in  Sloper^s 
office,  without  shewing  some  authority  by  him  to 
make  such  entries,  or  some  recognition  of  them 
after  they  had  been  made. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  It  has  been  proved  that 
the  d^endant  was  present  at  three  meetings,  and 
a  witness  has  stated  that  he  is  a  proprietor ;  this 
evidence  makes  him  privy  to  the  acts  of  the  society 
to  which  he  belongs ;  and  his  partnership  having 
been  once  established,  a  book  containing  the  re- 
cords of  the  society,  and  which  it  appears  was  open 
to  the  inspection  of  every  mem]i>er,  is  evidence 
against  him. 

Several  entries  from  the  book  were  then  read» 
from  which  it  fully  appeared  that  the  order  by 
Nicholson  had  been  authorised  by  the  society. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiffi. 

Toppings  Marryattf  and  Long^  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Scarlett  and  Spankie  for  the  defendant. 


408 
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IN  THE  KING'S  BENCH- 


1816. 

V    ,  y  / 

Saturday^i 
Nov.  30th. 

A  having  re- 
paired a  car- 
riage for  B> 
allows  him  to 
take  it  away 
from  time  to 
time;  he  can- 
not after- 
wards detain  it 
for  the  amount 
of  the  repairs: 
neither  can  he 
detain  it  upon 
a  claim  for 
8tandage> 
without  an  ex« 
press  contract 
to  pay  for 
itandage,  or 
unless  the 
owner  leaves 
it  upon  the 

• 

premises 
beyond  a  rea- 
sonable time 
ifternoHce, 


GUILDHALL. 

-JUL  =» 

Hartley  v.  Hitchcock- 

nPHIS  was  an  action  of  trover,  brought  to  recover 
the  value  of  a  tilbury. 

The  defendant  was  a  coach-maker,  and  the 
plaintiff  had  sent  his  tilbury  to  him  to  be  repaired. 
After  the  repairs  had  been  completed,  the  tilbury 
remained,  by  the  permission  of  the  defendant,  in 
his  yard,  and  the  plaintiff  had  frequently  taken  it 
out  of  the  yard  and  returned  it.  At  the  expiration 
of  two  months  the  defendant,  on  the  12th  of 
October^  refused  to  permit  the  plaintiff  to  take  away 
the  tilbury,  unless  he  paid  for  the  standage  for  two 
months,  at  the  rate  of  two  shillings  per  week,  and 
also  the  amount  of  the  repairs,  for  which,  it  was 
stated,  the  plaintiff  had  given  a  bill  of  exchange, 
which  would  be  due  on  the  2Sd  of  October.  The 
plaintiff  tendered  him  one  shilling  and  sixpence  per 
week  for  the  standage* 

Storks  for  the  defendant,  contended  that  he  had 
a  right  to  detain  the  tilbury  for  the  repairs,  and 

also 
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also  for  the  standage  at  the  rate  of  two  shillings  per       1816. 
week,  supposing  that  sum  to  be  no  more  than  a    Hartley  ' 
reasonable  compensation.  v. 

Hitchcock. 

Lord  Ellenborouoh. — The  defendant,  after 
the  repairs  were  completed,  relinquished  his  pos- 
session, and  could  not  afterwards  detain  for  the 
amount  of  the  repairs.  With  respect  to  stand- 
age,  there  can  be  no  legal  claim  for  it,  without 
an  express  contract  between  the  parties,  or  unless 
the  owner  has  left  his  property  on  the-  premises  be- 
yond a  reasonable  time,  and  after  notice  has  been 
given  to  him  to  remove  it. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Bolland  for  the  plaintiff. 

Sto7^ks  for  the  defendant. 


Dax  v.  Ward.  Monday, 

Dec.  ad. 

'pHIS  was  an  action  on  an  attorney's  bill,  and  it  u  no  answer 
the  ground  of  defence  was  negligence.  ^®  *°  *^*^°  ^^ 

^  an  attoniey  • 

bill  for  prose- 

The  plaintiff's  case  having  been  launched,  it  citing  a  suit 
appeared  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that  Wil-  iZd^tf^'^t 

no  benefit  has 
been  derived  by  the  defendant,  where  the  failure  does  not  result  wholly  from  the  plaintiff's 
negligence,  but  partly  from  accident. 

lia>nso7i, 


Wabd. 
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1816.  Uamson  being  indebted  to  him,  he  employed  the 
P^^  present  plaintiff  to  commence  an  action.  The  writ 
y.  was  sued  out  in  a  wrong  name,  and  a  declaration 
de  bene  esse  having  been  filed,  Williamson  pleaded 
in  abatement,  an^l  the  plaintiff  replied  that  he  was 
known  by  the  one  name  as  well  as  by  the  other. 
A  person  of  the  name  of  Kelly  had  been  a  servant 
of  the  present  plaintifTs,  and  it  was  expected  that 
he  would  prove  an  admission  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  as  to  his  name,  which  would  establish 
the  plaintiff's  case.  On  the  9th  of  December  Dcuc 
wrote  to  Kelly  to  procure  his  attendance  in  court 
on  the  11th,  when  the  cause  was  expected  to  be 
tried.  Neither  the  plaintiff  nor  Kelly  attended 
on  the  11th,  when  the  cause  was  called  on,  and  a 
verdict  was  given  against  the  present  defendant. 

Scarlett  contended,  that  since  the  present  de^ 
fendant  had  derived  no  benefit  from  the  services 
of  the  plaintiff,  the  latter  was  not  entitled  to  re- 
cover. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  — There  were  in  this  case 
other  circumstances  conducing  to  the  loss  of  the 
cause,  independent  of  the  conduct  of  the  plaintiff; 
and  it  would  break  in  upon  the  general  rule  to 
admit  this  to  be  a  defence  to  the  action.  The 
presence  of  the  attorney  upon  the  trial  of  the  cause 
would  not  have  been  essential,  provided  the  wit- 
ness had  been  there.  The  plaintiff  acted  under 
the  expectation  that  the  letter  would  have  reached 

the 
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the  witness,  and  procured  bis  attendance  upon  the  1816. 
trial,  although,  unfortunately,  it  turned  out  other-       j^j^ 
wise.  V. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  W^"- 

Topping  and for  the  plaintiff. 

Scarlett  for  the  defendant. 


See   Templet  v.  M^Lagblofh   »  N.  R.  136.     Gunter  v.   Oaytoih 

2  Lev.  85.     Jobnjon  v.  Ahtorh  i  Campb.  176.     BaiJkie  v.  ChandhsSf 

3  Campb.  17.     CfHpton  y.  CbandlesSf  3  Campb.  19. 


Doe  on  the  Demise  of  Taylor  r.  Johnson.        Same  day. 

nrmS  was  an  action  of  ejectment  brought  on  a  A  lease  con- 
clause  of  proviso  for  re-entry,  in  case  the  rent  J.^^^P''®^*!^ 
should  be  twenty-one  days  in  arrear,  and  there  case  the  rent 
should  be  no  sufficient  distress  on  the  premises.  ^  **^  *^?' 

*■  ty-one  days  m 

A  distress  was  made  on  the  l6th  of  October^  and  arrears  and 
the  landlord  (the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff)  continued  there  shall  be 

.,      -  n  j^       1  ^       n        ^'^  aumaent 

m  possession  until  the  21st  of  October  \  the  for-  distress  on  the 
feiture  for  nonpayment  accrued  on  the  20th  of  premises;  the 
October i  and  the  demise  in  the  declaration  was  laid  distrains  be- 
on  the  28  th.  fo«  the  expi- 
ration of  the 
twenty-one 

V.  Lowes  for  the  defendant  contended,  that  the  days,  but  con- 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  by  continuing  in  possession  of  ^^n^^f^ 

distress  upon 
the  premises  until  after  the  expiration  of  twentj'-one  days,  does  not  thereby  waive  his 
right  of  re-entry. 

the 
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the  goods  afler  the  20th,   had  thereby  a6know« 
ledged  an  existing  tenancy,  and  waived  the  for- 
V.  feitiire. 

Johnson. 

Campbell  for  the  plaintiff*  contended,  that  since 
there  was  no  sufficient  distress  on  the  premises, 
the  breach  in  nonpayment  of  rent  was  a  continuing 
one  up  to  the  28th  of  October^  the  day  of  the 
demise,  and  that,  consequently,  the  right  to  re-enter 
remained  entire  up  to  that  time. 

Lord  Ellenbouough.  —  The  only  question  is, 
whether  by  the  act  of  distraining  and  continuing 
in  possession  the  forfeiture  was  waived,  (a)  A 
right  which  had  accrued  at  the  time  of  the  distress 
might  have  been  waived  by  it,  but  the  party  is  not 
estopped  by  it  as  to  any  right  which  accrued  sub- 
sequently. 

Verdict  for  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff. 

Campbell  for  the  plaintiff*. 

V.  Lawes  for  the  defendant. 


(a)  See  Zoucb  on  the  dertlise  of  the  time  of  quitting  according   to 

Wards.  Willingale^  I  H.  B.  3ii>  the  notice,  the  notice  would  not 

where  it  was  held,  that  a  distress  have  been  waived,  fer  Wilson^  J, 

taken  for  rent  accrued  subsequently  i  H.  Dl.  31a.    See  Doe  v.  Batten^ 

to  the  expiration  of  the  notice  to  Cowp.   243.      Godrigbt  v.  Cord^ 

quit,  was  a  waiver  of  the  notice :  fwenu  6  T.  R«  919*   and  8  T.  R. 

but  {semble)  if  the  distress  had  been  i6x.  n. 
for  rent  which  accrued  previous  to 
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Martin   v.   Bell   and   Another,    Sheriff   of  1816. 

Middlesex.  :^;;^^      ' 

December  3d. 

'^rHIS  was  an  action  against  the  defendants  as  late  in  order  to 

sheriff  of  Middlesex,  for  an  offence  alleged  to  jh^ Jith  the 
have  been  committed  under  the  statutes  23  H.  G.  act  of  the 
c.  9.  and  the  32  G.  2.  c.  28.  l!^"*V"  *"  *" 

tion  for  extor- 
tion, it  if  not 

Tlie  declaration  alleged  that  the  defendants,  as  *^*||^"^  ^"^    ' 
sheriff  of  Middlesex,  arrested   the  present  plaintiff  of  the  precepN 
on  a  precept  directed  to  them,  at  the  suit  of  one  J^*/,^J^*^ 
Emmott,  and  that  after  arresting  the  plaintiff,  they  indorsed  upon 
took  from   him   the  sum   of  fifteen  guineas,  for  »t,  although  the 
giving  time  till  the  next  day  for  the  execution  of  a  tumed  r^LIrl 
bail  bond.     The  second  count  charged  them  with  Z"^;  the  plain- 
taking  and  receiving  the  sum  of  fifteen  guineas  for  musTeUhe/*^* 
detaining  the  plaintiff  until  he  found  bail,  and  al-  produce  the 
leged  that  the  said  sum  of  fifteen  guineas  was  a  ^^*"^'  ^^ 

■  1       1  n  1    /•        1  prove  some  r?- 

larger  sum  than  was  by  law  allowed  for  the  cause  cognition  of  the 
aforesaid.  act  of  the 

bailiff  by  the 
sheriff. 

Another  count   charged   the   defendants  with      ^"f »« }^  not 
taking  and  receiving  the  like  sum  for  arresting  and  guch  cisJ  to 
taking  the  plaintiff.  produce  the 

warrant,  the 
privity  Le- 

Tlie    declaration    contained    also   many   other  twe^nthe 

.  sheriff  and  the 

CO}Xa\S.  bailiff  may  be 

proved,  by 
shewing,  thcit  upon  the  arrest  a  bail  bond  was  executed  and  delivered  to  the  bailiff,  who  re- 
turned it  to  the  sheriff,  ujjpn  which  the  latter  made  his  return  of  cepi  corpiu, 

VOL.  I.  F    P  It 
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1816.  It  was  stated  and  proved  on*  the  part  of  the 

Martin     pl^intiff,  that  he  had  been  arrested  by  Withers,  a 

V.         sherifPs  officer,  upon  a  bill  of  Middksex,  at  the  suit 

and  iSother  ^^  Walter  Emmottj  and  taken  to  a  spunging-house. 

Mr.  Farmer f  a  friend  of  the  (present)  plaintiff's, 
was  then  in  the  country ;  and  it  was  agreed  upon 
between  the  plaintiff,  Mr.  Eicke  his  solicitor,  and 
Withers^  that  a  bail  bond  should  then  be  executed 
by  the  plaintiff  and  Mr.  Eickcy  and  that  another 
bail  bond  should  also  be  executed  by  the  plaintiff, 
which  was  to  be  afterwards  also  executed  by  Mr. 
Farmer ;  and  that  upon  the  execution  of  the  latter 
bond  by  Mr.  Farmery  the  former  bond  should  be 
cancelled.  To  induce  the  officer,  Withers,  to  ac- 
cede to  this  arrangement,  the  sum  of  fifteen  guineas 
was  paid  him  by  the  plaintiff;  and  upon  the  taking 
and  receiving  of  this  sum,  the  present  action  against 
the  sheriff  was  founded. 

In  order  to  connect  the  act  of  Withers,  the 
officer,  with  the  sheriff,  the  plaintiff  gave  in  evi- 
dence an  examined  copy  of  the  precept  to  the 
sheriff^  with  the  sheriff's  return  indorsed  upon  it. 
By  this  precept,  the  sheriff  was  commanded  to  take 
the  body  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  usual  form,  and  the 
sheriff  had  made  a  return  of  cepi  corpus.  It  also 
aj)peared  from  tliis  copy,  that  the  names  of  WitJiers 
and  Sheldon  had  been  written  upon  the  precept. 
The  plaintiff  had  served  the  defendants  with  notice 
to  produce  the  warrant. 

Upon  the  examination  of  Mr.  Burchell,  from  the 
sheriff's  office,  it  appeared  that  it  was  the  usual 

6  course 
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course  to  indorse  upon  every  warrant,  before  it  was       IS16. 
issued,  the  name  of  the  officer  by  whom  it  was  to     Martin 
be  executed  ;  and  that  the  constant  practice  was,  v. 

that  a  warrant,  if  unexecuted,  was  returned  by  the  ^^  Another 
bailiff  to  the  sherifl'*s  office  ;  but  that  if  the  warrant 
was  executed,  the  bailiff  kept  it  for  his  own  justifi- 
cation, and  merely  returned  to  the  sheriffs  memo- 
randum of  what  had  been  done  under  the  warrant, 
from  which  the  sheriff  made  his  return. 

The  Attorney 'Gener^al  for  the  plaintifl^  upon  this 
evidence,  proposed  to  give  parol  evidence  of  tlie 
warrant,  and  to  prove  the  arrest  by  WiAers,  and 
the  subsequent  transaction.  He  contended  that  he 
was  entitled  to  do  this,  since  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
sheriff  to  receive  back  the  warrant  from  the  bailiff 
after  its  execution,  in  order  to  make  his  return  to 
the  court ;  this,  it  appeared,  was  constantly  done 
where  the  warrant  had  not  been  executed,  and  it 
was  much  more  necessary  that  the  executed  war- 
rants should  be  returned,  than  those  which  had  not 
been  executed.  He  also  contended  that  the  sherifl^ 
by  his  return  of  cepi  corpus^  had  recognized  the  act 
of  the  bailiff.     But 

Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that  the 
plaintiff  was  not  entitled,  under  these  circumstances, 
to  give  parol  evidence  of  the  warrant ;  and  that  it 
was  necessary  either  to  produce  the  warrant,  or  to 
shew  some  recognition,  on  the  part  of  the  sheriff, 
of  the  agency  of  Withers. 

F  F  2  The 
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1816.  The  plaintiff  then  proved  notice  to  the  sheriff  to 

'^  .  -  ^  produce  the  bail  bonds,  which  had  been  executed 

V,  and  delivered  to  WitJiers  ;  and  he  also  proved,  that 

Bkll  one  of  these  had  been  returned  to  the  sheriff,  upon 

aoa  Another.      i  .  i    i      i_    j         i     i  •        ^  /• 

which  he  had  made  his  return  or  cept  corpus. 

» 

Tapping  and  Holt  for  the  defendant,  objected 
that  this  was  not  sufficient  evidence  for  the  purpose 
of  charging  the  sheriff  with  the  acts  of  Withers  j  in 
order  to  prove  the  agency  of  the  latter,  the  warrant 
itself  ought  to  be  produced ;  and  Withers  himself 
'  being  dead,  application  ought  to  have  been  made 
to  bis  representatives,  in  order  to  the  production  of 
the  warraat ;  and  that  the  evidence  which  had  been 
offered  was  mere  secondary  evidence,  and  inadmis- 
sible for  the  purpose  of  proving  tlie  agency  of  the 
bailiff;  and  the  case  of  Drake  v.  Sykes^  7  T.  JR. 
1 13.  was  cited,  where  it  had  been  held  that  the 
privity  between  the  bailiff  and  the  sheriff  must  be 
established  by  the  best  evidence,  and  the  language 
of  Mr.  J.  Lawrence  in  that  case  was  adverted  to, 
particularly  where  he  says  "  I  have  always  under* 
stood  it  to  be  necessary  to  produce  the  warrant,  to 
shew  the  relation  between  them." 

Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that  this 
evidence  was  sufficient  to  prove  the  agency  of 
Withers^  unless  it  could  be  shewn  that  some  other 
person  was  the  authorized  agent  of  the  sheriff^  the 
bail  bond  had  been  returned  to  the  sherifl^  and  he ' 
had  returned  cepi  corpus^  but  he  could  not  take  the 
fruits  of  the  arrest  by  WitJierSy  without  adopting 

his 
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his  act.     With  respect  to  the  language  used  by  I8I6. 

Mr.  J.  Lawrence  J  the  warrant  was  one  medium  by  ^  ▼ 

which  the  privity  of  the  sheriff  with  the  act  of  the  ^. 

bailiff  might  be  established,  but  it  was  not  the  ,^"'', 

,  °  and  Another. 

only  one. 

Evidence  of  the  arrest  and  subsequent  transac* 
tions  was  then  admitted ;  and  it  was  further  proved, 
that  the  only  fee  allowed  to  the  bailiff  upon  an  ar- 
rest, was  half  a  guinea  in  London^  and  one  guinea 
in  Middksexy  for  the  caption,  and  that  nothing  be- 
yond the  amount  of  the  stamp  was  allowed  upon 
the  bail  bond. 

It  appeared  that  no  table  of  fees  had  been  ap- 
pointed by  the  Judges. 

The  plaintiff  had  a  verdict  for  a  penalty  of  50/. 
under  the  st.  32  G.  2.  c.  28.,  upon  the  second  count, 
subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  upon  a  special 
case. 

The  Attorney-General  and  Ross  for  the  plaintiff. 

Topping  and  Holt  for  the  defendant. 


See  Martin  v.  Sladd  %  N.  R.  59.    BokUv  v.  Masse^  3  T;  R.  417. 
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Same  day.         Jenkins  and  Another  v.  Bljzard  and  Another. 

A  written  no-  HTHIS  was  an  action  by  the  plaintiffs,  wlio  were 
wiutton  of  a  "  Warehousemen,  against  the  defendants,  Richard 
partnership  re-  BUzord  and  Alexander  Blizard^  on  a  bill  of  ex- 
^don/and  change,  dated  August  the  20th,  1816,  drawn  by  the 
tigped  by  the  plaintiffs  on  the  defendants  for  the  sum  of  45/.  4^.  3d. 
tThs^inMrtion  Payable  two  months  after  date,  and  accepted  by 
in  the  gazette,  Richard  Btizard. 

may  be  read  in 

evidence  to  ^  ■  ^ 

prove  notice  of  The  bill  had  been  drawn  on  account  of  goods 
2di^"h  Sas  ^l^g^d  t^  h^ve  been  suppUed  by  the  plaintiflfe  to 
«ot  been  thc  defendants,  as  partners  ;  and  the  defence  was, 

^**5[P^"  -  ,  that  previous  to  the  supply  of  these  goods,  viz. 
insertion  of  OTi  the  26th  of  December,  181.5,  the  partnership 
such  notice,  which  had  previously  existed  between  Richard 
once  b  a  news-  BUzai^d  and  Alcdwidcr  Blizard,  had  been  regularly 

paper  taken  in  dissolved. 
by  the  party 
sought  to  be 

affected  by  the  Ou  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  it  appeared,  that  the 
at^Ss^ou^ 'n  pass-book,  in  wliich  the  goods  to  be  supplied  by 
the  usual  them  to  the .  defendants  had  been  entered  by  the 
course,  is  evi-    plaintiff's  clerk,  had  been  sent  as  usual  when  the 

dence  to  be        * 

left  to  a  jury,  goods,  for  wliich  the  present  bill  was  drawn,  had 
without  strict  been  supplied;  and  that  no  alteration  had  been 
paper  ever  uiadc  iu  the  title  of  the  book,  which  purported  to 
reached  the      belong  to  BUzard  and  Co.     It  also  appeared  that 

party. 

But  the  most 

usual  and  prudent  course  in  such  cases  is  to  give  notice  by  a  circular  letter. 

the 
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the  words  BUzard  and  Co.  still  remained  as  before       1816. 
in  front  of  the  defendant's  shop.  Jenkins 

and  Another 

In  order  to  affect  the  plaintiffs  with  notice  of  the     ^  '^^ 
dissolution  of  partnership,  the  defendants  first  pro-  and  Another, 
posed  to  read  the  following  written  notice,  signed 
by  the  defendants,  which  had  afterwards  been  in- 
serted in  the  Gazette. 

«  December  26,  1815. 

*«  Take  notice,  that  the  partnership  between  us 
hath,  on  and  from  this  day,  been  dissolved  by  mu- 
tual consent,  Alexander  Btizard  having  retired 
therefrom. 

,       -     f  Richard  BUzard^ 
"  Witness  our  hands,  ^  ^^^^^^^^  ^^^^^^„ 


Topping  for  the  plaintiffs,  objected  that  this  no- 
tice contained  in  effect  an  agreement  to  dissolve  the 
partnership,  and  therefore  that  it  could  not  be  read 
in  evidence  without  having  been  first  stamped  with 
an  agreement  stamp.  And  he  referred  to  the  case 
o^  May  V.  Smithy  1  Esp.  283.  where  Lord  Kenyon 
was  said  to  have  held,  that  the  instructions  for  ad- 
vertising a  dissolution  of  partnership  in  the  Gazette 
could  not  be  read  to  prove  the  dissolution,  without 
an  agreement  stamp.     But 

Lord  Ellenborough  held,  that  in  this  case  a 
stamp  was  unnecessary,  since  the  instrument  did 
not  purport  to  be  an  agi*eement  for  the  dissolution 
of  partnership,  but  a  mere  recital  that  the  partner- 
ship had  already  been  dissolved. 

F  F  4  The 
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1816.  The  notice  in  the  Gazette  was  then  read, 

Jenkins 

and  Another  The  defendants  proved  that  a  similar  advertise- 
Blizard     ^cnt  had  been  inserted  once  in  the  Morning  Ckro^ 

and  Another.  7iicle  of  the  27th  of  December^  and  also  that  the 

plaintiffs  took  in  the  latter  paper,  which  the 
newsman  stated  to  have  been  delivered  in  the 
usual  course  to  some  person  at  the  house  of  the 
plaintiffs. 

Topping  objected  that  this  evidence  did  not  en- 
title the  defendants  to  have  this  advertisement  read ; 
the  notice  had  been  advertised  in  the  Morning 
Chronicle  once  only,  and  it  did  not  appear  that  this 
individual  paper  had  ever  reached  the  plaintiffi* 

Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion  that  it  was 
admissible,  and  referred  to  the  case  where  a  party 
was  sought  to  be  affected  with  notice  of  an  adver- 
tisement contained  in  a  weekly  provincial  paper ; 
in  that  case  the  paper  was  not  only  delivered  at  the 
house,  but  the  party  was  seen  to  read  it.  His  lordship 
added,  that  he  should  leave  it  to  the  jury  to  say, 
whether  the  attention  of  a  tradesman,  in  reading  a 
newspaper,  was  not  likely  to  be  attracted  by  notices 
of  the  dissolution  of  partnerships,  to  which  the  at- 
tention of  others  might  not  be  directed.  His  lord- 
ship afterwards  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say,  whether 
under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  plain- 
tiff had  actually  received  notice  of  the  dissolution, 
observing,  that  in  such  cases  the  usual  and  most 

prudent 
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prudent  course  was  to  send  circular  letters  to  all       1816. 
with  whom  the  parties  had  dealings.  Jenkins 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  Another 

V. 

Blizard 

Topping  and  Peake  for  the  plaintiffs.  and  Another. 

Scarlett  aqd  Comyn  for  the  defendants. 


King  v.  Ford.  „  ,    , 

Wednesday, 
December  4th. 

nrHIS  was  an  action  on  a  special  assumpsit,  brought  Aichoohnasttr 
by  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant,  (who  ^^?  P^ ., 

J  r  ~o  ^    >  aa  mnnt  pupil 

kept  a  school  at  Briarworthf)  for  having,  contrary  to  under  his  care 
his  duty  and  undertaking,  delivered,  and  caused  to  ^J^t!!^^ 
be  delivered,  to  an  infant  son  of  the  plaintiff's,  cer-  responsible  m 
tain  fire-works,  and  for  having  suffered  him  to  *f  **^^^ 
retain  the  same,  by  the  explosion  of  which  the  which  ensues, 
plaintiff's  son  was  much  wounded  and  injured,  and     But  if  the 
whereby  the  plaintiff  was  put  to  great  expence  ^^^  ^j^^  t|je 

about  his  cure,  &C.  defendant  (in 

such  an  action) 
delivered  the 

The  declaration  contained  three  special  counts,  fire-works 
in  each  of  which  it  was  alleged,  that  the  defendant  ^j!]i^JJId!lnd 
had  delivered,  and  caused  and  procured  to  be  deli-  procured  them 
vered,  certain  fire-works  to  the  plaintiff's  infant  ^  ^  ^^"^ 

-^  to  him,  and  it 

son,  and  had  suffered  and  permitted  him  to  retain  turn  out,  that 
the  same  in  his  possession.  although  the 

^  defendant  had 

permitted  the 
use  of  fire-works  by  his  pupils,  that  the  fire-works  from  which  mischief  resulted  had,  in 
hcif  been  delivered  to  the  pupil  by  another  person,  without  the  authority  or  knowledge 
•f  the  defendant,  the  variance  will  be  fatal. 

It 
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1816.  It  appeared  that  on  the  4th  of  November^  1814^ 

Kino  ^^    defendant    had     promoted    a     subscription 

V.  amongst  his  scholars,  of  whom  the  plaintiff's  son 

FoRB.  y^f^  Qjjg^  f'Qj.  ^\^Q  purchase  of  fire-works  to  be  used 

on  the  evening  of  the  next  day,  the  5th  of  November. 
The  plaintiff's  son  was  not  a  subscriber,  and  on  the 
day  following  the  fire-works  were  distributed 
amongst  the  subscribers.  The  defendant  had  in- 
vited several  persons  to  his  house  to  see  the  dis- 
play, ^nd  amongst  others  a  Mr.  Phillips,  who  seeing 
that  the  plaintifTs  son  had  notbeen  supplied  with  any 
fire-works,  gave  him  a  dozen  of  squibs,  which  he 
deposited  in  liis  breeches  pocket.  Soon  after  this» 
a  school-fellow  came  behind  him  and  wilfully  set 
,  .  fire  to  the  whole  dozen,  the  explosion  of  which  la- 

cerated his  thigh,  and  injured  him  so  seriously,  that 
he  remained  under  a  surgeon's,  hands  for  eleven 
weeks  aflerwards. 

Lord  Ellenborougii,  upon  this  evidence,  was  of 
opiniQn,  that  since  the  declaration,  in  every  count, 
charged  the  defendant  with  having  actually  deli- 
vered the  fire- works,  or  caused  them  to  be  delivered 
to  the  plaintifl**s  son,  it  was  incumbent  upon  the 
plaintiff  to  prove  an  actual  delivery  by  the  defend- 
ant, or  at  least  to  shew  that  the  fire- works  had  been 
delivered  by  the  defendant's  autliority.  His  lord- 
ship intimated,  that  under  another  form  the  action 
would  have  been  maintainable  i  and  regretted  that 
the  difficulty  arising  from  the  present  form  of  the 
declaration,  could  not  be  surmounted,  particularly 
since  so  many  calamitous,  and  even  fatdi  accidents, 

had 
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bad  lately  occurred,  from  allowing  sucli  practices 
at  public  schools.  His  lordship  thought  it  proper 
to  state  his  opinion,  that  if  a  master  of  a  school, 
knowing  that  fire- works  w^ould  be  used,  were  to  be 
guilty  of  negligence  in  not  preventing  the  use  of 
them,  he  would  be  amenable  for  the  conse- 
quences, (a) 

Plaintiff  nonsuited. 

Topping  J  Marry  att^  and  Spmikie  for  the  plaintifll 

The  Attorney-General  and  Gwiiey  for  the  de- 
fendant. 
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1816. 

FOAD. 


[a)  See  the  stat.  9  and  10  W,  3.  c.  7. 


SITTINGS  AT  WESTMINSTER. 


Mayhew,  Gent.  v.  Boyce. 


Saturday, 
December  Ttlu 


'J^HIS   was  an  action   on  the   case,   which  was  if  the  driver 
brought  by  the  plaintiff,  to  recover  a  compen-  ^  *  *^*™Sc 
sation  in  damages  for  an  injury  occasioned  by  the  road  may  adopt 
negligence  of  the  defendant's  agent.  "^^^  ®^  ^^  ^ 

*^   ^  ^  courses,  one  of 

which  is  soft 
and  the  other  baxardoust  and  he  elects  the  latter,  he  is  responsible  for  the  mischief  which 
ensues.  —  And  he  cannot,  in  such  case,  insist  upon  the  fact  that  he  kept  to  hit  own  side 
of  the  road. 

The 
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1816.  The  plaintiff  was  a  passenger  by  a  public  coacb, 

"^  Mayhew  '  ^^^^^  ^^®  PhcerujCj  from  London  to  Brighton^  and 

V.         the  defendant  was  one  of  the  owners  of  another 

BoYCE.      public  coach,  from  London  to  Brighton^  called  the 

Dart. 

It  appeared  that  the  Phcenia:  being  before  the 
Dart,  in  the  night-time,  the  driver  of  the  latter  at- 
tempted to  pass  the  Phcenia:  at  the  top  of  a  hill, 
and  just  as  the  latter  was  about  to  turn  an  angle  in 
the  road  to  the  left.  Many  witnesses  were  called 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  to  shew,  that  in  conse- 
quence of  the  negligence  of  the  driver  of  the  Dart 
whilst  making  this  attempt,  the  Phctnut  was  over- 
turned by  a  violent  impulse  from  the  Darty  and  that 
the  plaintiff,  who  was  an  outside  passenger,  had  sus* 
tained  serious  injury,  in  consequence  of  his  fall. 

The  case  attempted  to  be  established  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant  was,  that  at  the  time  when  the 
driver  of  the  Dart  attempted  to  pass  the  Phocnu:^ 
the  road  was  twenty-seven  feet  wide,  and  the 
Phcenia:  being  about  three  feet  from  the  left-hand 
side  of  the  road,  there  was  a  space  of  seventeen 
feet  wide  to  the  right  of  the  Phcenia:,  which  was 
amply  sufficient  to  have  allowed  of  the  safe  passage 
of  the  Dart,  without  injury  to  the  Pfuenia: ;  and 
that  no  accident  could  have  happened,  if  the  leading 
horses  of  the  Phcenia:  had  not,  whilst  the  Dart  was 
in  the  act  of  passing,  been  driven  in  an  oblique  di- 
rection from  the  left  to  the  right  side  of  the  road. 
It  was  therefore  contended,  that  since  the  accident 
happened  in  consequence  of  the  Phania:  having 

been 
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been  driven  in  an  oblique  direction  from  the  lefl 
side,  which  ought  to  have  been  kept,  towards  the 
right,  the  accident  was  not  to  be  attributed  to  the 
conduct  of  the  driver  of  the  Dart^  and  that  the  ac- 
tion therefore  was  not  maintainable.  It  appeared, 
however,  that  the  situation  of  the  Pfuenia:  had  been 
seen  for  some  time  before  the  Dart  came  up,  and 
that  the  driver  of  the  Dart  might,  by  driving  nearer 
to  the  right  side  than  he  did,  have  effectually 
guarded  against  the  mischief. 


1816. 


Mayhbw 

BOYCE* 


Lord  Ellenborough.  —  This  is  decisive  of  the 
case  J  if  it  be  practicable  to  pursue  a  course  which 
is  safe,  and  you  follow  so  closely  upon  the  track  of 
another  that  mischief  may  ensue,  you  are  bound  to 
adopt  the  safe  course.  This  is  the  principle  which 
is  always  acted  upon  in  cases  of  injuries  done  to 
ships  at  sea.  In  point  of  law,  it  would  make  no 
difference  whether  the  horses  of  the  Plicmix  swerved 
from  their  course  at  the  instant  when  the  Dart  was 
passing,  or  they  were  directed  by  their  driver ;  he 
had  a  right  so  to  direct  them,  unless  he  knew  that 
the  Dart  was  following  so  closely  behind.  The 
circumstance  of  the  Phamix  being  on  the  wrong 
side  of  the  road,  on  which  the  Dart  had  a  right  to 
pass,  would  not  authorise  the  exercise  of  that  right 
to  the  extent  of  destruction.  The  Phcenix  at  that 
time  had  the  whole  free  range  of  the  road,  and  the 
driver  had  a  right  to  occupy  any  part  of  it,  unless 
he  was  aware  of  the  proximity  of  the  Dart.  In  the 
night-time  there  is  always  risk,  and  when  one  coach 
follcfws  close  upon  the  track  of  another,  and  there 

ai^ 
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are  two  ways,  one  of  which  is  perilous  and  the 
other  safe,  the  driver  is  bound  to  adopt  that  which 
is  safe.  The  Phceniv  being  three  feet  from  the  left 
side,  the  driver  thought  it  safer  to  take  more  room, 
and  he  had  a  right  to  do  so,  and  the  driver  of  the 
Dart  ought  to  have  calculated  upon  his  exercise  of 
that  right. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintifil     Damages  200^ 

The  Attomey-Generaly  Gumey^  and  Camyriy  for 
the  plaintiff. 

Topping^  Scarlettf   and  Espinasse  for  the  de- 
fendant. 


Same  day. 

Where  dif- 
ferent lots  are 
sold  at  an  anc- 
tion  for  dif- 
ferent sums, 
the  contracts 
are  separate, 
both  in  law  and 
fact. -»  And 
IB  a  special  ac- 
tion for  refiis- 
ingto  adhere  to 
the  conditions 
of  saley  the 
plaintiff  cannot 
consolidate  the 


James  and  Chapman  v.  Shore. 

'^^HIS  was  an  action  of  special  assumpsit. 

The  plaintiffs  were  commissioners  appointed 
under  an  inclosure  act,  which  authorised  them  to 
sell  by  public  auction  part  of  the  inclosed  lands,  in 
order  to  defray  the  expences  of  the  inclosure. 
Several  lots  of  land  were  accordingly  put  up  to 
public  sale  by  auction.  By  the  printed  conditions 
of  sale,  a  deposit  was  to  be  made  by  the  purchaser, 
and  the  whole  of  the  purchase  money  was  to  be 

two  contracts.  paid 
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paid  within  a  limited  time  afterwards ;  and  they 
also  contained  a  stipulation,  that  in  case  the  pur- 
chaser made  default^  the  commissioners  should  be 
at  liberty  to  re-sell,  and  to  charge  the  original 
purchaser  with  the  difference  between  the  original 
price  and  that  of  the  re-sale. 

The  defendant  at  the  sale  was  the  highest  bidder 
for  lot  9,  at  530/.,  and  for  lot  10,  at  550/;  and  his 
name  had  been  entered  by  the  auctioneer  as  the 
purchaser  of  these  two  lots  upon  the  printed  par- 
ticulars of  sale. 


427 
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James  asd 
Chapmait 

V. 

Shore. 


By  the  inclosure  act  above  alluded  to  it  was  di- 
rected, that  the  property  to  be  sold  by  the  commis- 
sioners should  vest  in  tlie  purchaser,  by  virtue  of  a 
receipt  to  be  signed  by  the  commissioners  on  pay- 
ment of  the  purchase  money  :  such  a  receipt  had 
been  tendered  in  due  time  to  the  defendant  by  the 
commissioners;  but  he  had  refused  to  pay  the 
amount,  alleging  that  he  had  acted  as  trustee  only 
for  a  person  of  the  name  of  Morgan.  The  com- 
missioners had  in  consequence  proceeded  to  a  re- 
sale, and  claimed  the  sum  of  591/*  as  the  loss  on 
the  re-sale,  together  with  the  auction  duty. 

The  articles  of  sale  had  been  stamped,  on 
payment  of  a  penalty  of  10/.,  with  an  agreement 
stamp. 

The  special  counts  of  the  declaration  alleged, 
(inter  aUd)  that  divers  lots  had  been  put  up  to 

public 
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public  sale,  and  that  the  defendant  had  then  and 
there  become  the  purchaser  of  divers,  to  wit,  two 
lots,  numbers  9  and  10,  fqr  divers  sums  of  money, 
amounting  to  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the 
sum  of  1080/. 


They  then  proceeded  to  allege,  mutual  promises 
to  fulfil  the  special  conditions  of  sale,  and  stated, 
by  way  of  breach,  the  defendant's  default  in 
neglecting  and  refusing  to  pay  the  deposit  or  pur- 
chase money. 

The  declaration  also  contained  a  general  count 
in  indebitatus  assumpsitj  for  estates  bargained  and 
sold. 

The  Attorney-General  and  Richardson  for  the 
defendant  objected,  1st,  that  the  contract  was  not 
binding  on  the  defendant,  without  a  written  instru- 
ment; and' that  the  auctioneer  could  not,  in  this 
case,  be  considered  to  be  the  joint  kgent  of  both 
parties,  but  as  the  agent  of  the  plaintiffs  only,  and, 
consequently,  that  he  could  not  bind  the  defendant 
by  signing  his  name  to  the  articles  of  sale. 


2dly,  That,  supposing  the  case  to  be  sufficiently 
taken  out  of  the  statute  of  frauds ;  yet  that  the 
contract  was  not  sufficiently  stamped,  since  not 
fewer  than  twelve  lots  were  specified  on  the  con- 
ditions of  sale,  the  agreements  in  respect  of  the 
purchase  of  which  were  separate,  and  required 
separate  stamps;  and  tliat  it  appeared,  in  fact, 

12  that 
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that  the  stamp  which  appeared  on  the  conditions 
had  been  applied  to  a  different  contract,  since  the 
stamp  had  been  placed  on  a  clause  in  the  condi«>. 
tions  by  which  it  was  stipulatedt  that  F.  Shfrbum 
was  to  bid  for  the  plaintifl^,  and  that  if  any  lots 
should  be  knocked  down  to  him,  he  was  to  be  con- 
sidered as  a  purchaser  for  the  plaintifls. 

3dly,  That  the  declaration  was  defective,  since 
it  stated  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  two  lots, 
and  supposed  that  they  were  both  purchased  under 
the  same  contract,  whereas  in  fact,  there  was  no 
joint  contract  for  two  lots,  but  two  separate  con- 
tracts, one  for  each  lot,  which  was  complete  at  the 
close  of  each  bidding. 

For  the*  plaintifi&  it  was  contended,  that  they 
were  at  liberty  to  apply  the  stamp  to  which  con- 
tract they  chose,  and  that  the  placing  of  the  stamp 
was  merely  accidental,  it  being  optional  in  the 
officer  at  the  stamp  office  to  impress  it  upon  what- 
ever part  of  the  paper  he  chose;  and  they  cited  the 
case  of  Powell  v.  EdmtmdSt  12  East,  6.  With  re- 
spect to  the  variance,  it  was  urged  that  the  joint 
promise  resulted  from  operation  of  law,  and  that  it 
would  be  productive  of  great  inconvenience  if  a 
plaintiff  were  not  to  be  permitted  to  allege  a  pur- 
chase in  the  aggregate  in  such  cases,  and  that  at  all 
events  the  plaintiff  were  entitled  to  recover  on 
the  general  count.  —  But 


1816. 


James  and 
Ghapmav 

Shore. 


VOL.  I. 


G  c 


Lord 
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IBIS.  XA>rd  EuEKBOEouos  held  the  variance  to  be 

fatal,  since  the  declaration  stated  the  purchases  as 
one  contiact,  and  in  point  of  both  law  and  fact 
the  agreements  were  separate.  — -  With  respect  to 
the  inconvenience  which  had  been  suggested^  his 
Lordship  said,  that  he  was  quite  of  a  di&rent 
opinion;  and  that  much  greater  inconvenience 
would  result  from  permitting  the  consolidation  of 
contracts.  With  respect  to  the  general  count,  the 
craimissioners  were  authorized  by  the  act  to  re- 
sell,  and  having  re-sold  these  lots  they  could  not 
be  considered  as  sold  to  the  defendant 

Plaintiff  nonsuited. 

Mmne,   SoUand^  Chitty,  and  SthUng  for   the 
plaintiffi* 

The  Atlamey^Creneral  and  Rkhardsan  for  the 
defendant. 
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Dob  on  the  Demise  of  Delegal  and    Others       1816. 

V.  HOLLOWAY.  ^ 

Same  day. 

'pms  was  an  action  of  ejectment  brought  to  Anettateis 

recover  possession  of  a  freehold  estate  at  Forty  ^^J^^hpir^ 
Hill,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  in  consequence  son,  &c.  as 
of  the  nonpayment  of  the  arrears  of  an  annuity  •'•  ®"  *^^}^  ^^ 

anv  wntinir* 

charged  on  the  estate,  and  due  to  Delegal,  one  of  &c.,  signed, 
the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff,  from  Sarah  Branscomb,  Jf *^^  and  de- 
the  grantor,  who  was  tenant  for  life  of  the  pre-  in  ^the  presence 
mises  under  the  will  of  Sir  J.  Branscomb^  her  late  <^.  ^^^  ^^  ™®^ 

1       i_       J  witnesses, 

husband.  di^t,  ,i^t, 

and  appoint. 

The  defendant  claimed  under  an  assignment  by  cute  tW8*p<y^ 
the  assignees  under  a  commission  of  bankrupt  by  his  win, 
against  Sarah  Branscomb.  2d  tu'^ 

in  the  presence 

It  appeared  that  the  estate  had  been  settled  to  the  ""^  ^^"^  "^^' 

^*  nesses. 

use  of  such  person  or  persons  as  Sir  /.  Branscomb,      a  trustee 
by  any  writing,  &c,  signed,  sealed  and  delivered  by  ""^^J^i^^^" 
him,  in  the  presence  of  two  or  more  witnesses,  executes  the 
should  direct,  limit  and  appoint. — Sir  /.  Brans-  deed  aftw  the 
conU?  had  by  his  will,  attested  by  three  witnesses,  been  enrolled, 
devised  and  bequeathed  the  estate  in  question  to  >t  is  nof  necet- 
his  wife  for  life.     One  of  the  attesting  witnesses  ^^ofhig 
stated,  that  the  will  was  read  over  to  Sir  J.  Brans^  tubscqjient 
comb,  who  signed  it,  and  placing  his  hand  on  the  ^^^  be 
wax  for  the  purpose  of  acknowledging  his  seal,  enrolled. 
delivered  it  out  of  hisTiands  to  some  person  present. 

G  o  2  The 
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1816.         The  Attomey-GenercU  for  the  lessors  of  the  plaintiff 
jjjjjj        contended,  that  this  was  a  sufficient  execution  of  the 
and  Others    power,  since  every  requisite  comprized  in  the  power 
|T     ^*         had  been  complied  with,  and  that  it  was  immaterial 

whether  the  execution  was  by  a  deed  attested  by 
two  witnesses,  or  by  a  will  sealed  and  delivered. 

Marryatt  for  the  defendant  contended,  that  a 
will  was  not  an  instrument  within  the  terms  of  the 
power,  it  was  an  instrument  of  a  different  nature, 
requiring  the  attestation  of  three  witnesses,  whereas 
two  only  were  requisite  under  the  power*  He 
also  contended  that  it  was  necessary  to  prove  a 
delivery  as  of  a  deed. 

Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that  the 
will  was  an  instrument  within  the  meaning  of  the 
terms  of  the  power,  and  that  since  the  will  had  been 
sealed  and  delivered  in  the  presence  of  more  than 
two  witnesses,  it  operated  as  an  appointment.  He 
was  also  of  opinion,  that  a  delivery  as  a  deed  was 
not  essential,  and  that  the  delivery  which  had  been 
proved  was  sufficient,  (a) 

In  the  course  of  the  cause  it  appeared,  that  one 
Batt^  who  was  one  of  the  lessors  of  the  plainti^ 
was  a  trustee  under  the  annuity  deed,  but  that  his 
execution  of  the  deed  was  not  noticed  in  the 


(«)  Sec  the  Caics  of  Wrigbt  v.  Wakefird^  4  Taunt,  a  13.  Doe  <m 
Dem.  MatuJkldY.  Peacbt  a  M.  Ic  S.  5^.  Habergbam  r.  Fincentf 
5  T.  R.  92. 

memorial; 
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memorial;  it  also  appeared  by  an  indorsement  on  1816. 

jthe  deed,  that  he  had  in  fact  executed  the  deed,  j^^ 

but  the  time  of  execution  did  not  appear.  andOtliert 


Marry att  objected,  that  on  account  of  this  omis- 
sion in  the  memorial  the  deed  was  void,  the  stat. 
VfG.S.  c.  36.  s.  1.  requiring  that  the  memorial  shall 
contaift  <<  the  day  of  the  month  and  the  year  when 
'<  the  deed,  &c.  bears  date,  and  the  names  of  all  the 
<<  parties,  and  for  whom  any  of  them  are  trustees, 
"  and  of  all  the  witnesses,  &c.  —  otherwise  every 
•*  such  deed,  &c  shall  be  void.'* 

The  Attorney-General  answered,  that  it  fre- 
quently happened  that  a  trustee  did  not  execute 
th6  deed  for  some  time  afterwards,  and  that  in 
order  to  give  any  weight  to  the  objection  it  was 
incumbent  on  the  defendant  to  shew,  that  the  deed 
had  been  executed  by  the  trustee  previous  to  the 
time  of  enrollment. 

Lord  £ll£nboroU6H  said,  that  since  it  did  not 
appear  at  what  time  Batt  had  executed  the  deed, 
he  should  not  nonsuit  the  plaintiff;  and  he  after- 
wards had  a  verdict  with  leave  for  the  defendant 
to  move  the  point. 

The  Attomey-Generalj  S.  Comyiij  and  JR.  B. 
Omiyn  for  the  plaintiff. 

Marryatt  for  the  defendant. 

o  G  6  In 


HoLLtWAY. 


434 


CASES  AT  NISI  PRIUS, 


1816. 


Doe 
and  Others 

V. 
HOLLOWAT. 


In  the  ensuing  term  MarrycM  moved  for  a  rule 
nm  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  contending,  that  even 
assuming  the  deed  to  have  been  executed  by  Batt 
subsequent  to  the  enrollment,  it  was  essential  that 
a  memorial  should  have  been  added  within  the 
time  limited  by  the  statute;  but  the  Court  observed, 
that  if  the  doctrine  contended  for  were  true, 
it  would  be  in  the  power  of  every  trustee,  in  whose 
custody  the  deed  was  left,  to  vacate  it  by  a  sub- 
sequent execution  of  it,  without  procuring  such 
execution  to  be  enrolled,  and  the  Court,  in  the 
absence  of  any  authority,  to  shew  that  successive 
enrollments  were  necessary,  refused  the  rule. 


Same  day. 


Hill  v.  Gray. 


^'HIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  to  recover  the 
sum  of  1000/.  for  a  Claude  which  had  been  sold 
by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant. 

It  appeared  that  a  person  of  the  name  of  Buli 
had  been  employed  by  the  plaintiff  to  sell  the  pic- 
ture in  question ;  the  defendant  being  desirous  of 
purchasing  it,  pressed  Butt  to  inform  him  whose 

judgmen^,^  ^^  property  it  was,  which  the  latter  refused  to  do. 

make  the  pur-  in  the  coursc  of  the  treaty,  Butt  being  at  that  time 

chase  without 

removing  that  delunon.  -— The  sale  is  void. 

employed 


The  agent 
of  the  vendor 
of  a  picture 
knowing  that 
the  vendor  la- 
bours under  a 
delusion^  with 
respect  to  the 
picture*  whi(h 
materially  in- 
fluences his 
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employed  in  sdling  a  number  of  pictures  for  Sir       1 816. 
Felia:  Agar^    the  defendant,    misled  by  circum*  ^""""""hJ^l"^ 
stances,  erroneously  supposed  that  the  picture  in         v. 
question  was  also  the  property  of  Sir  FeUx  Agar.      Gray. 
Butt  knew  that  the  defendant  laboured  under  this 
delusion,    but  did  not  remove  it,    and  the  de» 
fendant,  under  this  misapprehension,  purchased  the 
picture.    The  plaintiff  offered  to  prove,  by  the 
testimony  of  the  most  eminent  artists,    that  the 
picture  was  a  genuine  Claude^  and  of  great  value ; 
and  it  appeared,  that  afler  the  sale  had  been  com- 
pleted, and  after  the  defendant  had  been  informed 
that  the  picture  was  not  the  property  of  Sir  FeUx 
Agar,  he  had  objected  to  the  payment,  not  on  the 
ground  of  any  deception  that  had  been  practised 
with  respect  to  the  ownership,  but  on  the  ground 
that  the  picture  was  not  a  genuine  Qaude. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  Although  it  was  the 
finest  picture  that  Claude  ever  painted,  it  must  not 
be  sold  under  a  deception.  The  agent  ought  to 
have  cautiously  adhered  to  his  original  stipulation^ 
that  he  should  not  communicate  the  name  of  the 
proprietor,  and  not  to  have  let  in  a  suspicion  on 
the  part  of  the  purchaser,  which  he  knew  enhanced 
the  price.  He  saw  that  the  defendant  had  failejn 
into  a  delusion  in  supposing  the  picture  to  be  Sir 
FeUx  Agar\  and  yet  he  did  not  remove  it.  I 
take  for  granted  that  you  will  be  able  to  prove,  by 
the  judgment  of  the  first  professional  artists,  that 
this  is  a  genuine  picture  of  Claud^  and  it  would 
not  be  possible  to  go  further.    In  Italy  the  fact 

G  G  4  might 


/ 
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1S16.  might  admit  of  other  proof,  as  where  a  picture  has 
been  long  preserved  in  a  particular  cabinet :  here 
it  can  only  be  proved  by  the  concurrent  judgment 
oi  artists  as  to  its  similitude.  — This  case  has  arrived 
at  its  termination;  since  it  appears  that  the  pur- 
chaser laboured  under  i  deception,  in  which  the 
agent  permitted  him  to  remain  on  anoint  which  he 
thought  material  to  influence  his  judgment.  I  am 
of  opinion  that  the  contract  is  void. 

Plaintiff  nonsuited. 

The  Attorney-General  and  Conn/n  for  the  plaintiff. 

Scarlett  for  the  defendant. 


Fraud  v/'iil  vitiate  a  contract  akhough  the  principal  take  no  put  m  it» 
for  he  it  civilly  responsible  for  the  acts  of  his  agent ;  see  Doe  on  the  De* 
mite  of  WiiHi  t.  Mmrtfitt  A  T.  R.  59. 


Baker  v.  Towrt. 

Same  day. 

A  vessel  tti^et  n^jjjs  y^as  au  actiou  on  a  policy  of  insurance  on 

upon  a  rock         X  t  •         •  i  ^t  rm 

and  remains  goods  at  and  iTom  LimcncK  to  Cadi2«    The 

fixed  there  for  Qijy  question  was,  whether  the  vessel  had  been 

the  space  of      „.  j'  ^^  . 

fifteen  or         Stranded. 

twenty  mi- 

L^q^'e  rf"*  The  vessel,  with  the  insured  goods  on  board,  set 
which  she  sus-  sail  ou  the  21sl  of  Juney  1814 :  on  the  25th  she 
bjII^.*TKr^  encountered  the  Forge  and  rock  Basket^  which  are 
constitutes  a  a  clustcr  of  rocks  extending  about  six  miles  in 
*'""^-  length; 

7 


/ 

t 


AFTER  MICHAELMAS  TERM,  57  GEORGE  lU.  487 

length;  the  great  Basket  being  about  a  cable's       IBI6. 
length  from  the  main  land,  and  the  Forge  rock      Bame 
being  from  thirty  to  forty  feet  in  height  above  the         v. 
level  of  the  sea.     A  strong  current  setting  in     Towry. 
towards  the  land,  the  vessel  could  not  avoid  the 
rock,   in  attempting  it  she  struck  upon  it,   and 
remained  there  from  a  quarter  of  an  hour  to  twenty 
minutes.    In  consequence  of  this  accident  the  ves- 
sel received  considerable  injury,  and  leaked  much 
during  her  voyage  to  Cadiz. 

Lord  EiXENBOROUGH  informed  the  jury,  that  if 
they  were  of  opinion  upon  the  evidence  that  the        / 
ship  had  been  fixed,  as  stated  by  the  witness,  for 
the  space  of  from  fifteen  to  twenty  minutes,  it  was 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  stranding. 

See  Dobson  v.  BoiioHf  i  F^urk,  177,  7th  E<L  MaUmigaU  v.  Tbi Rtf/mJ 
E:tcbange  Aisurance  Companjt  4  Campb.  %Z3>  and  tupnu  130* 


FORSTTH  and  Others  v.  JeRVIS.  Same  day. 

HTHIS  was  an  action  to  recover  the  value  of  a  a  brings  an  ae- 
gun,  sold  by  the  plaintiffi  to  the  defendant,      tion  agauwt  b 

for  tn€  pnoe  o£ 
a  gfon  ofdeved 
by  the  latter,  he  may  read  in  evidence,  for  a  ceUateril  parpote»  part  of  a  letter  written  by 
B  to  him ;  although  the  vemainder  of  the  letter  containa  dbecdons  for  making  the  gun, 
and  if  not  stamped  as  an  agreement. 

Bagreettoptochaseof  AagttiCsrthetamof  forty*five  guineas;  but  it  it  stipulated, 
that  A  shall  take  a  gun  of  B's,  valord  at  thirty  guiaeu,  in  part  payment*  B  baring  re- 
fused to  deliyer  hit  gun  and  complete  the  contract,  A  it  endded  to  reeorer  the  tum  of 
forty-five  guineas  as  the  stipulated  price. 

The 
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1816.  The  piaintiffi;  were  gun-makers,  and  the  defend- 

FoMTTH  '  *^^  wishing  to  have  a  gun  made  by  them,  it  was 
and  Others  agreed  that  they  should  make  one  for  the  sum  of 
J  ^'  forty-five  guineas,  but  that  they  should  take  a  gun 
of  the  defendant's,  made  by  Manton,  in  part  pay- 
ment, at  the  estimated  price  of  thirty  guineas. 
The  Manton  gun  had  accordingly  been  delivered  to 
the  plaintiffs,  but  had  been  afterwards  borrowed  by 
the  defendant ;  and  the  former,  in  order  to  shew 
that  the  Manton  gun  had  been  merely  lent  by  them 
to  the  defendant,  proposed  to  read  a  letter  written 
to  them  by  the  defendant,  requesting  them  to  lend 
him  the  Manton  gun  for  a  few  days  for  the  purpose 
of  snipe  shooting.  The  letter  also  contained  in- 
structions as  to  the  making  of  the  new  gum 

The  Attpmey-General  and  Bichardson  for  the 
defendant  objected,  that  since  the  letter  had  been 
written  before  the  completion  of  the  new  gun.  and 
since  the  new  gun  had  been  in  fact  made  according 
to  the  directions  contained  in  the  letter,  it  could 
not  be  read  in  evidence  without  an  agreement 
stamp. 

Lord  £ll£nbobx>ugh.  —  It  cannot  be  read  as 
evidence  of  the  contract,  but  the  plaintifife  may 
read  that  part  of  it  which  is  necessary  in  order  to 
shew  the  reason  of  taking  away  the  Manton  gun. 
It  is  certainly  evidence  for  that  purpose^  although 
it  may  not  be  so  for  any  other,  and  if  they  had  had 
\  no  other  evidence  to  prove  the  contract  diey  could 

not  liave  used  it 

It 
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It  was  afterwards  objected,  that  since  the  con- 
tract in  fact  was  to  pay  fifteen  guineas,  and  to 
deliver  the  Manton  gun  for  the  new  one,  the 
plaintifi&  were  not  entitled  to  recover  more  than  the 
sum  of  fifteen  guineas  in  this  action  for  goods  bar- 
gained and  sold. 

But  Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that 
since  the  contract  was  for  the  sale  of  goods  to  be 
in  part  paid  for  by  the  delivery  of  goods  of  a  stipu- 
lated value,  upon  the  refusal  of  the  purchaser  to 
pay  for  them  in  that  mode  a  contract  resulted  to 
pay  for  them  in  money. 

Scarlett  and  TindaU  for  the  plaintiffs. 

The  Attomey^eneral  and  JRkhardsan  for  the 
defendant. 
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1816. 


F0RAY.TM 
and  Others 

V. 

j£avi8. 


D£LAUNET  V.  MiTCHELL. 


MoiKUy» 
Dec.  9th. 


yHlS 


was  an  action  by  the  plaintiff  as  the  in-  Notice  karing 
dorsee  of  a  bill  of  exchanire  against  the  de-  ^>«««i^^*a 

^  in  actiOQ  on  a 

fendant  as  the  acceptor.  biUofexchjage 

that  the  want 
of  consideration  wiQ  be  set  apu  a  defiencey  it  it  not  competent  to  the  plaintiff^  after  he  has 
closed  hi*  case,  to  go  into  evidence  of  consideration  in  reply  to  the  defendant's  case. 

A  being  a  creditor  of  B%  and  having  deeds  in  his  possession  as  a  secority  fisr  the 
debt,  reoehres  a  bill  mdorted  bjr  B  for  the  porpose  of  getting  it  discounted,  he  cianoC  di»» 
appropriate  the  bill,  and  maintain  an  action  i^ma  it  agunst  die  acceptor. 

Scarktt 
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1816.  Scarktt  for  the  plaintiff  having  adduced  the 

^^^^^!^^  usual  documentary  proofs,  was  inclined  to  rest  hi» 

V.        case  there,  intimating  that  if  in  the  course  of  the 

Mitchell  ^^use  it  should,  become  necessary,  he  was  prepared 

to  prove  the  consideration  given  for  the  bill. 

The  Attorney-General  insisted,  that  since  notice 
had  been  given  that  one  ground  of  defence  was  the 
want  of  consideration,  it  would  not  be  competent 
to  the  plaintifi^  after  having  closed  bis  case  to  go 
subsequently  into  such  evidence. 

Lord  Ellenborough  held,  that  after  such  notice 
he  could  not 

It  appeared  that  the  bill  had  been  drawn  by  Eli- 
zabeth Clewer  on  the  defendant  for  the  sum  of  400/L 
payable  to  her  own  order,  and  had  been  indiyrsed 
by  jB.  Clewer  to  Henry  Clewer ^  and  by  the  latter  to 
the  plaintiff.  Elizabeth  Clewer^  in  order  to  prevent 
the  striking  a  docket  against  Henry  Clewer,  her  son 
had  delivered  the  bill  to  the  plainti£^  in  order  to 
get  it  discounted.  The  plaintiiBr  having  already  in 
his  possession  certain  deeds  as  a  security  for  a 
debt  due  from  H.  Clewer,  having  got  the  bill 
into  his  possession,  insisted  upon  retaining  both 
the  bill  and  deeds  as  securities  for  the  debt. 

Lord  Ellenborough  held,  that  it  was  not  com- 
petent to  the  plainti£^  after  having  received  the 
bill  for  the  special  purpose  of  procuring  it  to  be 

discounted 
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discounted  for  the  benefit  of  E.  Ckwer^  to  disap-       1816. 

propriate  it  'dblIuioy' 

Plaintiff  nonsuited*         «• 

MlTCHSLi;. 

Scarlett  and  Con^  for  the  plaintiff. 
The  Attomey-General  for  the  defendant. 


Rex  v.  Gash,  and  Another.  Tuesday, 

Dec  loth. 

^HIS  was  an  indictment  against  the  two  defend-  A  friendly  lo- 
ants,  as  members  and  stewards  of  a  friendly  ^^  tST 
society,   for  not  obeying  ^n  order  made  by  two  beenaUowed 
magistrates  of  the  county  of  Middlesex^  directing  ^^  *^1^. 
the  defendants,  and  other  members  of  the  society,  gistered  in 
to  restore  Job  Jameson  to  his  situation,  as  a  member  ^^°^  f]^ 

,  '  wards  hold 

of  the  society.  their  meetings 

in  MuUiejex, 

The  indictment  contained  the  order  (which  was  MUdiejex 
dated  the  3d  of  October  1815)  which  was  set  out  at  ^av«j«ri8djc- 
length,  and  recited^  that  complamt  had  been  made  u^^coi^ 
to  the  magistrates,  residing  near  the  place  where  the  i^ts  niade 
society  was  held,  by  Job  Jawieson^  according  to  the  tbe"»dety. 
statute  33  G.  S.c.  54.  that  he  had  been  excluded  from    Upon  a  com. 

»  plaint  made  by 

an  excluded 
member,  A  and  B,  the  then  stewards,  are  duly  snmmoned,  and  an  order  it  made  by  two 
justices  that  such  stewards  and  other  members  of  the  society  shall  forthwith  reinstate  the 
complains  nr.  The  onlcr  is  serred  upon  A  and  B  after  they  have  ceased  to  be  stewards ; 
but  It  is  sdll  obligatery  i^on  them,  as  membors  of  the  society,  to  attempt  to  reinstate 
the  complainant,  and  their  having  ceased  to  be  stewards  is  no  justification  of  entire 
n^lect  <m  their  part. 

the 
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1816.  the  society,  against  the  rules  of  the  society,  and 
contrary  to  the  statute*  —  That  the  society  had 
been  duly  enrolled* «—  That  the  defendants,  being 
the  stewards,  had  been  duly  summoned,  and  had 
thereupon  appeared  before  the  magistrates,  who 
proceeded  to  hear  the  matter  of  the  said  complaint, 
and  having  heard  the  atl^ations  of  Job  Jamiesan^ 
upon  oath,  and  the  allegations  of  the  said  defend- 
ants, did  adjudge,  that  the  said  defendants,  and 
the  other  members  of  the  said  society,  should  forth« 
with  restore,  re-instate,  and  re-admit  the  said  Job 
Jamieson  as  a  member  of  the-  said  society.  The 
indictment  then  alleged  the  service  of  notice  of  the 
order  upon  the  defendants,  and  their  neglect  and 
refusaL  A  copy  of  the  order  had  been  served  on 
the  defendants,  on  the  SSd  of  June  1816. 

It  appeared,  that  the  society  had  originally  been 
established  in  London^  and  that  the  rules  of  the 
society  had  been  enroUed  at  the  sessions  for  Lon- 
doTij  as  required  by  the  act.  Afterwards  the  meet- 
ings had  always  been  held  at  the  Pewter  Platter^  in 
Middlesex^  near  the  Hatton  Garden  office,  at  which 
the  complaint  had  been  made,  and  where  two  ma- 
gistrates of  the  county  ofMiddksea:  had  made  the 
order*  There  had  been  no  subsequent  enrollment 
at  the  sessions  for  Middlesex. 

Gaseke  for  the  defendants,  objected,  that  under 
these  circumstances,  two  magistrates  of  the  county 
of  Middlesex  had  no  authority  to  make  the  order, 
smce  the  15th  section  of  the  statute  33  G.  3.  c.  54. 

11  under 


it 

€t 
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under  which  the  order  assumed  to  have  been  made,  1816. 
enacted,  <<  that  if  any  member  of  such  society  shall 
**  think  himself  aggrieved  by  any  act  done  or 
*'  omitted  to  be  done  by  such  society,  or  any  per-  ^jj'^^^ 
son  acting  under  them,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  two 
justices,  near  unto  the  place  where  such  society 
'<  Mo//  be  established^  upon  complaint  made  upon 
'*  oath  or  affirmation,  to  issue  their  summons,''  &c. 
In  this  case  (he  urged)  the  society  was  to  be  con- 
sidered as  established  in  London^  where  its  rules  had 
been  submitted  to  the  magistrates,  allowed,  and 
filed. 

Gumey  and  Lowes  for  the  prosecution,  con- 
tended, that  for  the  purposes  of  complaint,  the 
society  was  to  be^  considered  as  established  where 
its  meetings  were  held ;  a  contrary  construction 
would  defeat  the  operation  of  the  act,  since  the 
magistrates  of  London  could  not  enforce  any  pro- 
cess in  Middlesex.  And  they  referred  to  the  later 
statute,  49  Q*  S.  c.  1S5.  s.  1.  which  enacts,  <<  That 
<'  if  any>  person  having  been  admitted  a  member  of 
«  any  society  established  under  the  authority  of  the 
<'  said  act  {i.  e.  the  S3  G.  3.)  shall  ofifend  against 
'<  any  of  the  rules,  &c.  of  the  said  society,  it  shall 
<<  be  lawful  for  any  two  justices  of  the  peace,  re- 
siding within  the  county,  &c.  within  which  such 
society  shall  be  held,  upon  complaint  made  on 
oath,  by  any  member  of  such  society,  to  issue 
^  their  summons,''  &c. 

Lord 


AM 

and  Another. 
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1816.  Lord  £tL£M9OROU0H  was  of  opinion  that  the 

variation  of  the  terms  giving  jarisdiction  in  the 
latter  8tatute»  was  certainly  very  favcmrable  to  the 

,G^A<H^^  construction  contended  for  on  the  part  of  the 
prosecution;— his  Ix>rdsbip^  however,  upon  this 
point,  afterwards  gave  leave  to  the  defendant  to 
move  to  have  a  verdict  of  acquittal  entered. 

Upon  the  production  of  the  regulations  of  the 
society,  it  appeared  that  the  stewards  were  to  be 
changed  every  six  months,  and  that  meetings 
were  to  be  held  every  six  weeks,  it  was  therefore 
objected,  that  since  the  order  was  made  in  October 
1815,  the  copy  served  in  June  1816  ought  to  have 
been  served  not  upon  the  present  defendants^  but 
upon  the  then  stewards,  who  alone  were  responsible 
for  not  having  obeyed  the  order,  by  causing  the 
complainant  to  be  reinstated. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  — r  The  order  is  not  con- 
fined to  the  stewards  alone,  but  is  made  Upon  all 
the  members  of  the  society,  and  the  defendants 
were  members  of  the  society  independently  of  their 
being  stewards,  and  were  bound  as  members  to  see 
that  the  order  was  obeyed,  or  at  least  to  have  taken 
some  steps  for  that  purpose.  As  members  they 
might  hftve  done  something,  as  stewards,  indeed 
they  »iQight  with  greater  facility  have  enforced 
obedience  to  the  order,  but  each  member  bad  it 
in  his  power  to  lend  some  aid  for  the  attainment  of 
that  object. 

The 
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9 

The  jury  found  both  the  defendants  guilty  —  1816, 
subject  to  the  motion  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  j^^ 
magistrates  who  made  the  order,  v. 

Gash 

and  Another. 

Gurney  and  F.  Lawes  for  the  prosecution, 
Caselee  and  Walford  for  the  defendants. 


In  the  ensuing  term  Gaselee  moved  to  enter  a 
verdict  for  the  defendants,  on  the  ground  of  the 
defect  in  the  jurisdiction  of  the  magistrates,  as 
objected  at  the  trial.  He  also  moved  on  the 
ground  that  the  defendants  having  ceased  to  be 
stewards  when  the  notice  was  served,  had  not  been 
guilty  of  a  criminal  default. 

But  the  Court  were  of  opinion,  that  the  word 
established  did  not  exclusively  mean  the  place  where 
the  society  was  originally  established  by  holding 
its  meetings  there,  and  that  it  might  properly  be 
said  to  be  established  where  its  meetings  were 
held,  since  they  were  an  ambulatory  body,  and 
might  change  their  residence ;  and  that  the  mere 
change  of  residence  did  not  operate  to  the  de- 
struction of  the  existing  rules  approved  of  and 
registered.  The  Court  also  over-ruled  the  second 
objection,  observing  that  if  the  defendants  had 
shewn  that  they  went  to  the  meeting,  and  did 
every  thing  in  their  power  to  restore  the  party  in 
obedience  to  the  order,  they  might  have  given  it 
in  evidence  by  way  of  excuse. 

VOL.  I.  H   1^ 


446  CASES  AT  NISI  PllIUS, 


IN  THE  KING'S  BENCH, 


ADJOURNED  SITTINGS  AT  GUILDHALL. 


1816. 


Wednesdays 
Dec.  nth. 


RoRDASNz  and  Another  t;.  Leach. 


Two  piaintifft  HTHE  two  plaintiffs  sued  as  the  indorsees  of  two 

^:::L"J^        bills  of  exchange. 

biu  of  ex-  The  bills  bad  been  indorsed  in  blank,  and  the 

dor^'in*'  ^^^  question  was,  whether  it  was  incumbent  on 
bUnk,  are  not  the  plaintiffs  to  prove  their  joint  title  to  sue  on  the 
boui^  prove  jjyj^  j^y  shewing  that  they  were  partners,   or  by 

9hip.  proving  a  transfer  to  them  jointly. 

Lord  Ellenbokough  held  that  it  was  npt. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiffi. 


See  the  case  of   Mackell  and  presumption  arose  from  the  fact  of 

Others  v.  Kinnearf  infra.    In  that  the  possession  of  the   bill  by  the 

case,  although  the  indorsement  was  plaintiifsy  since  two  out  of  three 

in  blank,  it  appeared  that  a  right  of  phtintifis  were  the   legal  owners, 

action  was  vested  in   other  per-  See  Ord  and  Others  v*   PortaU, 

sons  than  the   plaintifi*S|  and  no  3  Campb.  239. 
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Green  and  Another,  v.  Haythorne  and  Others,    y  '    , 

Same  day. 

'^HIS  was  an  action  of  trover,  brought  to  re-  A  at  Brhtpi 
cover  the  value  of  twelve  bags  of  wool.  ^  to^Tpaid^ 

for  by  B's  ac- 

The  defendants,  who  were  Spanish  merchants  at  ^I^^^^J^^  * 

,  '*^  bill  tobedrawn 

Bristol^  on  the  8th  of  August  1815,  sold  to  Jarman  by  A:  the 
and  Lacy  68  bags  of  wool,  whicli,  by  the  invoice,  ^^l^,    ' 
were  to  be  weighed  ojff  immediately,  and  were  to  be  remain  ili  A'a 
paid  for  by  a  bill  of  exchange,  payable  nine  months  warehouse, 
after  date  ;  but  no  such  bill  was  ever  drawn  by  the  draw  the  bUL 
defendants.     The  wools,  which  were  of  different  B  sells  a  spe- 
qualities  and  values,  and  had  been  weighed,  re-  ^^j^jJi^oT 
mained  in  the  warehouse  of  the  defendants,   but  of  these  goods 
samples  were  sent  to  Jarman  and  Lacy 9  the  ven-  ^^o  jf^'for** 
dees,  to  enable  them  to  gdinto  the  market,  and  upon  them  and 
sales  by  them  from  time  to  time,  to  different  pur-  ^™"^*^^  ^) 
chasers,  of  parts  of  this  wool,  orders  were  given  to  the  delivery  of 
such  purchasers,  to  enable  them  to  receive  the  wool  ^^""-  ^^  ^^'f 
from  the   defendants,  who  delivered  such  parcels  ter  a's  receipt 
accordingly.     On  the  12th  of  October^  the  plain-  of  theonierB 
tiffs  purchased  from  Jarman  and  Laci/  twelve  bags  rupt,  and  then! 
of  this  wool  of  a  5p^cj/?erf  description,  BXid  Jarman  and  not  before, 
and  Lacj/  received  the  amount  in  Cassimeres.     On  deiiverThe^^ 
the  l6th  of  October,  the  plaintifis  in  London,  having  goods  to  c, 

inaisting  that 
he  has  a  lien 
upon  them  for  the  price.  —  C  may  maintain  trover  against  A ;  for  he  was  bound  at  ail 
events  to  notify  his  refusal  immediately.  —  And  {semble)  having  neglected  to  draw  the  billy 
and  having  furnished  B  with  samples  to  go  into  the  market  withy  and  having  obeyed  seveml 
orders  of  B's  for  the  delivery  of  portions  of  the  goods  to  different  sub-vendees,  he  could 
liave  insisted  upon  any  lien,  even  if  he  had  given  immediate  notice. 

H  H  3  obtained 
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1816.       dbtained  an  order  from  Jarman  and  Lacy  for  the 

^  ■      V       ^  delivery  of  the  goods,  transmitted  it  to  them  at 

and  AnoAer    Bfistol,  and  required  them  to  deliver  the  goods  ac- 

i'.  cordingly ;  but  the  order  was  not  obeyed.    On  the 

^n7oAm!*  2lstof  October  Jarman  said  Lacy  hecdLine  bankrupts. 

It  also  appeared,  that  at  the  time  of  the  sale  to  the 
plaintiffs,  twenty-two  only  of  the  bags  were  left  in 
the  defendants'  warehouse,  and  that  ten  of  these 
had  been  specifically  appropriated. 

Jervis  for  the  defendants  submitted,  that  this  was 
nothing  more  than  the  ordinary  case  of  a  vendor 
and  purchaser,  the  vendor  remaining  in  possession, 
and  that  consequently,  until  the  price  had  been 
paid,  the  defendants  had  a  lien  on  the  goods  remain- 
ing in  their  hands,  for  the  whole  amount,  and  that 
although  the  plaintiffs  might  have  paid  the  amount 
of  the  goods  purchased  by  them  to  Jarman  and  Co., 
yet  that  with  respect  to  the  defendants,  they  did 
not  stand  in  a  better  situation  than  Jarman  and  Co. 
would  have  done,  who  could  not  have  insisted  upon 
a  delivery  of  the  remaining  bags,  without  payment. 
He  also  contended,  that  the  sale  had  not  been  com- 
pleted, so  as  to  vest  tlie  property  in  the  vendees  ; 
and  he  cited  Hanson  v.  Meyers^  6  East^  614.,  where 
the  Court  held,  that  a  sale  of  starch  was  not  com- 
plete, because  the  whole  of  it  had  not  been  weighed, 
although  there  had  been  a  partial  delivery.  As 
between  the  defendants  and  Jarman  and  Lacy^  the 
wool  had  been  weighed;  but  as  between  the  present 
parties,  there  had  been  no  specific  appropriation. 
In  Stoveld  v.  Hughes^  14  EasU  308.,  great  part  of  the 

goods 
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goods  had  been  delivered^  and  the  plaintiff  was  held       1816. 
to  be  entitled  to  recover  the  rest,  because  he  had  put      greem 
marks  upon  them,  and  had  measured  them,  and  and  Another 
the  vendors  had    assented  to  the  sub-sale.     But  ^     ^' 
here  there  was  no  assent  on  the  part  of  the  vendors,    and  Others. 
on  the  contrary,  he  was  in  a  situation  to  prove  an 
express  dissent. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  I  am  of  opinion  that 
this  was  an  executed  contract.  Here  was  a  sale  of 
68  bags,  which  were  delivered  out  by  the  vendors 
from  time  to  time,  according  to  the  order  of  the 
vendees,  who  were  furnished  with  an  invoice,  and 
with  samples,  to  enable  them  to  go  into  the  market. 
With  respect  to  the  payment,  the  defendants  were 
to  take  the  first  step,  by  drawing  a  bill,  which  they 
have  omitted  to  do,  but  there  was  no  resistance  to 
the  payment,  and  as  far  as  appears,  the  vendees  ac- 
ceptance would  have  been  given,  and  it  was  owing  to 
the  default  of  the  vendor,  that  it  was  not  given. 
Then  as  to  the  appropriation,  the  moment  the  10 
are  deducted  from  the  22,  the  12  remain,  for  which 
trover  may  be  maintained,  since  there  is  no  uncer- 
tainty on  the  subject.  There  is  no  doubt,  there- 
fore, either  as  to  the  quantum  or  as  to  quality, 
and  after  the  time  of  the  sale,  the  defendants' 
warehouse  was  the  warehouse  of  the  purchaser. 
I  think,  therefore,  that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled 
to  recover. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiffs. 

HU  S  Marry  ait 
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^^    ]^^  Marry att  and  Parke  for  the  plaintif^^ 

Green 

and  Another       Jewis  and  AldersoTi  for  the  defendants. 

Haythorne 
and  Others.  ■    .    i 


In  the  ensuing  term  Jervis  moved  for  a  rule 
to  shew  cause  why  there  should  not  be  a  new  trial, 
contending  that  the  defendants  had  a  lien  on  the 
wool  undelivered,  which  had  never  been  removed 
from  the  warehouse  ;  and  that  although  the  omis- 
sion of  the  defendants  to  draw  a  bill  upon  Jarman 
and  Lacy^  might  be  considered'  as  a  waiver  with 
respect  to  the  wool  actually  delivered,  yet  that  it 
could  not  be  so  considered  as  to  the  portion  which 
had  not  been  delivered ;  and  that  although  the 
objection  as  to  weighing,  which  in  the  case  of 
Hanson  v.  Meyers  was  considered  to  be  a  con- 
dition precedent,  did  not  apply  to  this  case,  yet 
still  the  acceptance  of  the  bill  was  to  be  considered 
as  a  condition  precedent.  And  that  the  delivery 
of  part  could  not  be  taken  to  be  equivalent  to  a 
delivery  of  the  whole  in  this  case,  as  it  was  in  the 
case  of  Slubey  and  Smith  v.  Heyward  and  JFb.r, 
2  H.  BL  504.,  since  in  this  case  the  remaining 
goods  had  never  been  removed  from  the  warehouse 
of  the  defendants. 


The  Court  seemed  to  be  inclined  at  first  to 
give  an  opportunity  for  a  further  consideration  of 
the  question ;  but  upon  adverting  to  the  circum- 
stance tliat  the  letter  containing  the  order  for  the 

2  delivery 
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delivery  of  the  goods  had  been  transmitted  by  the       1816.- 
plaintiffs  in  London  on  the  l6th  to  the  defendants      Greev 
at  BristoU  and  that  the  defendants  had.  not  sig-    and  Another 
nified  their  dissent  until  after  the  insolvency  of  „     ^' 

JlIAYTHORVS* 

Jaiifnan  and  Lacy^  which  took  place  on  the  21st,  and  Others, 
the  Court  were  of  opinion,  that  the  defendants 
ought  to  have  intimated  their  intention  imme- 
diately upon  their  receipt  of  the  plaintiffs*  letter, 
and  ought  not  to  have  delayed  it  until  after  the 
insolvency. 

Jervis  submitted  that  the  defendants  had  no* 
tified  their  intention  as  soon  as  they  could  rea- 
sonably have  been  required  to  do  so. 

But  the  Court  were  clearly  of  opinion  that  the 
notice  came  too  late  ;  if  it  had  been  a  question 
as  to  reasonable  time,  the  delay  of  four  days 
between  the  receipt  of  the  plaintiffs'  letter  on  the 
17th,  and  the  insolvency  of  Jarman  and  hacy^ 
might  not  have  been  considered  as  unreasonable ; 
but  the  defendants  knew  that  they  had  not  been 
paid  by  Jarman  and  Ijocy^  and  ought  to  have 
signified  their  intention  immediately,  and  if  they 
had  doubted  on  the  subject,  they  ought  to  have 
written  to  the  plaintiffs  to  inform  them  that  they 
had  not  come  to  a  decision,,  and  they  might  have 
acted  accordingly.  The  plaintiffs  wrote  on  the 
iCth,  upon  the  supposition  that  they  had  the  entire 
power  of  disposing  of  the  goods :  from  the  17th, 
when  the  letter  would  have  reached  the  defendants, 
four  whole  days  elapsed,  during  which  they  re- 

H  H  4  posed 
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^®^£|    ^  posed  in  confidence  on  the  credit  of  the  original 

Gkeen      purchasers,    and    then    the  circumstance  of  the 

and  Another    insolvency  of  thosc  purchasers  occurred,  which 

Haythorke  ^^^6  ^t  convenient  to  the  defendants  to  insist  upon 

and  Odiers.    their  suspended  rights,  which  it  was  not  competent 

for  them  to  do.    In  the  absence  of  notice  they  must 

be  taken  to  have  assented  to  the  order. 

Rule  refused. 


See  Goodall  v.  SkeltoHf  %  H.  B.  316k  Wbitebouse  v.  Frosty  1%  East, 
614*  Auitin  V.  Cunwenf  4  Taunt.  644.  Wallmce  y.  Breeds^  13  Eattt  S%%m 
^¥gg  ^*  Mineth  1 3  East,  «io.  Btuk  ▼.  Davitf  %  Maule  &  SeL  197* 
SbepUj  v.  Davisf  1  Mank.  254*     Hunt  y.  SttvcnSf  3  Tawit.  xij. 


Same  day,  KeNNEKLY  V.   NaSH# 

AdrawsabiU  'yHlS  was  an  action  by  the  plaintiff,  as  the  in- 
Bpon  B,  pay-  dorsec  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  dated  the  25th  of 

able  at  three  February  1816,  drawn  by  one  Maules,  upon  the 
debt  diie  from  defendant,  for  the  sum  of  25L  4fS.  payable  fbui? 
B  to  A.    On   months  after  date,  bearing  interest. 

the  dehrery  of    . 
the  bill  to  B  for 

acceptance,  B  This  bill  had  been  drawn  by  Mauks  a  tailor, 
fiTmJ^^j     for  the  amount  of  a  bill  due  to  him  from  the  de- 

may  be  sub- 

ttituted  for  tbretf  and  afterwards,  by  the  assent  of  A,  the  alteration  is  madt,  a  itew 

stamp  is  not  requisite. 

A  bill  is  drawn  for  the  sum  of  loo/.  payable  four  months  after  date,  bearing  iaterest» 
Tbf  iatmstistobecalcvUtedfromthedateof  thebiU.  ' 

7  fendant* 


■«» 


(a)  See  Bowman  y.  Nicboii,  5  T.  R.  537.  Master  v.  Milierf  4  T.  R« 
320.  a  H«  BL  Z41.  Kershaw  v.  Gbxy  3  Esp,  146.  ^mV/  y.  WiUiamSf 
10  East*  43  X.  Cardwell  v.  Martifh  9  E^ty  190.  7Va/»^  y.  Spearman f 
3  Esp.  57.    Marion  y.  /V//V^  I  Campb.  8a»  lu 


Nash. 
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Pendant.     A  witness  stated,  that  the  bill  as  it  was       l^l^. 
first  drawn,  was  payable  three  months  after  date,  and    kennerly 
that  he  took  it  in  that  state  to  the  defendant  for         v^ 
acceptance,  a  few  days  after  it  had  been  drawn ;  and 
that  when  the  bill  was  delivered  to  the  defendant  for 
acceptance,  he  desired  the  witness  to  go  to  Maules^ 
to  get  the  time  altered  from  four  to  three  months, 
saying,  at  the  same  time,  that  the  alteration  would 
not  vitiate  the  bill,  and  that  it  would  not  be  worth 
while  to  be  at  the  expence  of  a  new  stamp.  Maules^ 
it  appeared,  upon  application  to  him  for  that  pur- 
pose, assented  to  the  alteration,  and  the  witness 
altered  the  bill  accordingly,  at  Maules^s  request. 

Lord  Ellenbobough  held,  that  under  these  cir- 
cumstances, a  new  stamp  was  unnecessary  (a) ;  and 
he  also  held,  that  under  the  words  bearing  interest^ 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  interest  from  the 
date  of  the  bill,  since  without  any  such  words,  he 
would  be  entitled  to  interest  from  the  time  when 
the  bill  became  due. 

The  jury  found  their  verdict  accordingly. 

Comyn  and  Chittj^  for  the  plaintiff. 

Topping  for  the  defendant. 
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1816.  Shepherd  v.  Currie. 

Same  day. 

The  question  '^J[^HIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  goods  sold 

being  whether  ^nd  delivered,  and  the  principal  question  was, 

ils^n  re-  whether  one  of  two  pieces  of  cloth  which  had  been 

torned  by  the  sent  to  the  defendant,  had  been  returned  by  him  ta 

defendant  to       .«         i    •    .•/«> 

thepuintiff,     the  plaintiff. 

the  production 

^e*drfaidant,  ^h®  defendant  gave  in  evidence  tlie  following 
in  which  the  notc,  Written  by  one  Wilson^  a  person  in  the  era- 
JSfhi^to    ployment  of  the  plaintiff. 

return  the  **  Plcasc  to  deliver  to  the  bearer  No.  8,500  of  su- 

"^^^i^^     perfine  scarlet  cloth  which  you  do  not  keep." 

frimd  facie 

*h"^*°A  \  Lord  Ellenborough  held,  that  after  this  evi* 

piece  has  been  dcnce,  it  was  incumbcnt  upou  the  plaintiff  to  coII 

returned.  th^  bearer  of  the  note,  in  order  to  shew,  that  the 

plaintiff  ought  piccc  of  cloth  in  qucstion,  had  not  in  fact  been 

to  call  the  taken  back  by  him,  and  that  otherwise,  since  the 

n^o^shew  °^'^  ^^  ^"^  ^^  posscssion  of  the  defendant,  and 
that  the  piece  imported  that  a  piece  was  to  be  returned  by  the 
returned  ^"  bearer,  it  was  to  be  presumed  that  the  piece  had 
through  him.    been   delivered  to  some    bearer,   through  whose 

agency  it  had  been  returned  to  the  plaintiff. 

Marryatt  for  the  plaintiff 

The  Attorney-General  for  the  defendant. 
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Haul  AND  v.  Bromley.  1 81 6. 

Same  day. 

*  ^HIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit,  to  recover  for  in  an  action 

the  use  and  occupation  of  a  dwelling-house  for  ^^  ^*  ^^  *"^ 
one  half  year,  from  Christmas  1815  to  Midsummer  house  for  six  * 

1816.  •  months,  it  b 

prima  facie 
sufficient  for 

The  plaintiff  proved  an  occupation  by  the  de-  ^«  plaintiff  to 
fendant,  as  his  tenant,  during  the  preceding  half  pa^n^f^e ' 
year  only,  L  e.  from  the  Midsummer  to  the  Christmas  house  by  the 
of  1815.  v^!°^"'''^ 

ms  tenant,  for 
the  preceding 

Holt  for  the  defendant  objected,  that  this  was  ■**  months, 
insufficient,  without  proving  some  occupation  dut-  tinuance  of  Ae 
ing  the  subsequent  half  year,  in  respect  of  which  t«»an^i8  to 

.II-  J  be  presumed 

tlie  claim  was  made.  „„^  tt^  ^^. 

trary  appear. 

But  Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion,  that  sufficient""^ 
the  occupation  was  to  be  considered  as  continuing,  such  case  for 
unless  the  defendant  could  shewsome  determination  I***  <*<^^endant 

to  prove  that 
01  it.  the  keys  had 

beenpreriously 

The  defendant  then  proved  that  on  or  before  servant  at  the 
Ouistmas  1815,   the  keys  of  the  house  had  been  pi^^iiff** 
delivered  by  an  agent  of  the  defendant's,  to  a  fe-  subsequent  de- 
male  servant  at  the  house^of  the  plaintiff  and  also  cJ^rationonthe 
a  declaration  on  the  part  of  the  plaintifi)  that  the  puunriffthat 
keys  had  been  lost  or  mislaid.  —  ^^  keys  had 

been  lost  or 
mislaid. 

But  Lord  Ellenborough  deemed  this  to  be  in- 
sufficient evidence  to  prove  a  determination  of  the 

tenancy^ 
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tenancy,  inasmuch  as  it  did  not  appear  that  the 
keys  had  ever  reached  the  plaintiff^  and  been  ac- 
cepted by  him,  and  that  the  maid  servant  to  whom 
they  had  been  delivered,  ought  to  have  been  called. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintifH 

Marry att  and  Comyn  for  the  plaintiff. 
Holt  for  the  defendant. 


Same  day. 


Lawson  and  Others,   Assignees  of  Shiffneu,  a 

Bankrupt,  v.  Robinson. 


Where  no 
tiodce  has  been 
given  to  dis- 
pute the  bank- 
ruptcy in  an 
action  by  the 
assigpfieesy  it 
ought  to  ap- 
pear from  the 
deposition  that 
the  petitioning 
creditor's  debt 
was  due  at  the 
time  of  the  act 
of  bankruptcy. 


'l^HIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit,  by  the  assignees 
of  Shiffher^  a  bankrupt,'  to  recover  the  sum  of 
S76/.  I85.  for  premiums  on  policies  of  insurance* 
effected  by  Shiffher^  (being  an  insurance  broker,) 
on  account  of  the  defendant. 

No  notice  having  been  given  to  dispute  the 
bankruptcy,  the  depositions  before  the  commis- 
sioners were  read  in  evidence. 

Parke  for  the  defendant  objected,  after  the  de- 
positions had  been  read,  that  there  was  not  sufficient 
evidence  on  the  face  of  them  to  prove  the  petition- 
ing creditor's  debt,  since  the  deposition  merely 
stated  that  the  bankrupt  was  indebted  to  the  pe- 
titioning creditor  at  the  time  of  the  deposition*  and 
not  at  the  time  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  as  it  ought 

to 
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to  have  done.  And  he  referred  to  the  case  of  CforArc  1816. 

V.  Askew f  tried  before  Mr.  Justice  Bayley^  at  the  last  Lawson 

assizes  for  the  county  of  Durham^  where  a  similar  and  Others 

objection  had  been  taken,  and  the  point  was  still  |^ob,^'sqj^ 
under  the  consideration  of  the  Court. 

Lord  Ellenborough,  upon  its  being  suggested 
that  the  deposition  was  in  the  usual  form,  was 
unwilling  to  nonsuit  the  plaintiff,  but  gave  leave 
to  the  defendant  to  move  it.  {a) 

But  upon  afterwards  referring  to  the  proceedings, 
the  deposition  was  to  this  effect,  viz.  that  the  said 

Sfiiffher  is  justly  and  truly  indebted  to  this 

deponent,  &c.  in  the  sum  of,  &c.  upon  the  balance 
of  an  account  for  money  lent  and  advanced,  and 
money  paid,  laid  out,  and  expended  to  and  for 
the  use  of  the  said  G.  Shiffner^  between  the  month 
of  February  and  the  month  of  April  1813.  It 
also  appeared,  that  the  act  of  bankruptcy  had 
been  committed  in  the  interval  between  the  latter 
date  and  the  suing  out  of  the  commission  — 

Upon  which  Parke  admitted  that  the  objection 
was  answered. 

Richardson  and  HoU  for  the  plaintiff. 

Parke  for  the  defendant.  ^ 


{a)  See  the  case  of  Clarke  and  Others  v.  Atke<w%  in  the  ensuing  note, 
in  which  this  point  was  decidedi  — 
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1816.  In  the  case  of  ClarAe  ind  others* 

assignees  of  Brwerlej  v.  jlskeiUf 
which  was  tried  cor.  Bayley,  J. 
Durham  As  sizes  i  i8i6)  (which  was 
an  action  of  trover  by  the  assignees 
against  the  sheriff^  and  an  execution 
creditor*)  no  notice  having  been 
given  under  the  »tat.  49  G,  3.  r.  ill. 
to  dispute  the  bankruptcy,  the  ques- 
tion was  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the 
proof  of  the  petitioning  creditor's 
debt.  The  deposition  was  in  the 
following  form:  **  That  John 
Beverley f  against  whom,  &c.  was 
at  and  before  the  date  of  the  suing 
forth  of  the  said  commission,  justly 
and  truly  indebted  to  this  depo- 
nent in  the  sum  of  130/.  13J.  lid. 
for  goods  sold  and  delivered,''  &c. 
The  act  of  bankruptcy  was  on  the 
26th  of  Julji  and  the  conunission 
was  dated  the  9th  of  August. 

Bayley,  J.  was  of  opinion  that 
this  deposition  was  insufficient,  since 
it  merely  shewed  that  a  debt  to  the 
amount  of  100/.  was  due  at  the  date 
of  the  commission,  and  did  not 
shew  that  the  bankrupt  was  indebt- 
ed to  that  amount  at  the  time  of  the 
act  of  bankruptcy. 

Hulhck  for  the  plaintiffs  after- 
wards called  a  witness  who  had 
lived  in  the  service  of  the  bankrupt, 
who  was  an  inn-keeper,  as  a  waiter, 
and  endeavoured  to  extract  some 
probable  evidence  from  the  nature 
of  the  dealings  between  the  peti- 
tioning creditor  and  Beverley^  to 
shew  that  a  debt  to  the  amount  of 
100/.  had  in  fact  been  contracted 
before  the  commission  of  the  act  of 
bankruptcy,  but  failing  in  this  the 
plaintiffs  were  nonsuited. 

Hullock  having  in  the  ensuing 
term  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new 


trial.  Rattle  and  Parke  afterward  t 
shewed  cause  against  it,  contending 
that  it  is  still  necessary,  since  the 
46  G.  3.  c.  135.  to  prove  that  a 
good  petitioning  creditor's  debt  ex- 
isted at  the  time  of  the  act  of  bank« 
ruptcy,  Moss  v.  Smithy  z  Campb* 
489*  and  that  the  effect  of  the  stat. 
49  G.  3.  r.  Ill .  was  merely  to  make 
the  depositions  admissible  evidence^ 
Ellis  v.  Shirley f  3  Campb.  124. 
and  that  in  the  present  instance 
they  proved  nothing  more  than  that 
a  debt  was  due  at  the  date  of  thft 
commission. 

Hullock  contended  that  it  was  un- 
necessary to  shew  that  the  debt  ex- 
isted at  the  time  of  the  act  of  bank« 
ruptcy,  but  that  admitting  it  to  be 
necessary,  it  was  to  be  presumed 
that  the  commissioners  had  evi- 
dence before  them  of  the  exist- 
ence of  the  debt  at  that  time»  op 
they  could  not  have  declared  the 
party  to  be  a  bankrupt. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  — -  The 
evidence  was  receivable  by  the 
commissioners,  but  it  comes  to  no- 
thing, since  it  only  shews  that  a 
debt  existed  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mission. I  am  sorry  that  such  an 
objection  is  capable  of  being  siis« 
tained,  but  I  do  not  see  how  it  is  to 
be  answered.  If  any  inference 
could  be  drawn  from  the  rate  at 
which  the  goods  were  supplied*  I 
should  be  glad  to  admit  it;  but  the 
debt  is  partly  due  for  money  lent, 
which  may  have  been  supplied 
uno  flattu 

HoLRoi'D,  J.  —  The  same  dif- 
ficulty occurred  in  a  case  at  Tork^ 
where  the  deposition  was  equivocal 
and  it  was  held  that  the  deposition 
ought  to  be  equally  satisfactory  as 
if  a  witness  had  been  examined. 

ABBOTTt 
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Abbott,  J.  — If  the  position     a  bankrupt  afterwards,  although  be         I8I6« 
'which  has  been  contended  for  be     had  since  paid  off  the  whole  of  hif 
correct,    it  would  follow,   that  a     debts. 

party  \^ho  had  once  committed  an  Rule  discharged. 

act  of  bankruptcy  might  be  made 


WiGAN  V.  F0WL£R  and  Others.  Same  day. 

nPHlS  was  an  action  originally  brought  against  The  statute  15 
seven  defendants,  who  were  co-partners,  on  a  ^^^^JJ' 
promissory  note  drawn  by  one  of  them  for  the  sum  dude  the  mem- 
of  1000/.  payable  three  months  after  date.  The  ^^""^ 
number  of  the  defendants  did  not  appear  on  the  although  ex- 
face  of  the  note.    One  of  the  co-defendants  had  ^«^«  "*  ^ 

-  ,  numbefy  Trom 

pleaded  his  bankruptcy,   and  as  to  him  a  noUe  drawing  biUs  at 
prosequi  had  been  entered ;  the  other  defendants  *  »horteriiate 
had  pleaded  the  general  issue.  months. 

The  plaintiff  having  proved  a  prima  facie 
case,  — 

Scarlett  for  the  defendants  contended,  that 
the  note  was  illegal,  having  been  issued  contrary 
to  the  provisions  of  the  statute  15  G.  2.  c.  13. 
which  enacts,  "  That  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  any 
*«  body  politic  or  corporate  whatsoever,  erected  or 
"  to  be  erected,  or  for  any  other  persons  whatsoever 
<*  united,  or  to  be  united,  in  covenafits  or  partner- 
^  ship,  exceeding  the  number  of  six  persons,  in 

^  that 
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WiGAiir 

Fowler 
and  Others. 


1816.  "  that  part  of  Great  Britain  called  England^  to 
"  borrow,  owe,  or  take  up  any  sum  or  sums  of 
"  money  on  their  bills  or  notes  payable  at  demand, 
^*  or  at  any  less  time  than  six  months  from  the 
"  borrowing  thereof,  during  the  continuance  of  such 
"  said  privilege  to  the  said  Governor  and  Company, 
"  (of  the  Bank  of  England)  who  are  hereby  de- 
"  clared  to  be  and  remain  a  corporation,"  &c. 

GarroWf  A.  G.,  for  the  plaintiff,  answered, 
that  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  in  framing 
this  Act,  was  to  secure  a  monopoly  to  the  Bank  of 
England,  and  that  it  was  not  intended  to  apply 
to  any  persons  who  did  not  issue  notes  and  bills  as 
bankers. 


Lord  £ll£nborough. 
tended  for  would  have 
commerce  exceedingly. 


-  The  construction  con- 
the   efiect  of  crippling 


His  Lordship,  after  adverting  to  the  terms  of 
the  Act,  intimated  his  opinion,  that  the  protection 
meant  to  be  given  to  the  Bank  was  against  Com- 
panies of  Bankers,  and  that  it  was  not  the  intention 
of  the  Legislature  to  prevent  co-partners,  who  were 
not  bankers,  from  borrowing  money  or  drawing 
bills  for  the  purposes  of  commerce. 

Leave  however  was  given  to  Scarlett  to  move 
the  point,  in  case  he  should  upon  deliberation  con- 
sider that  his  objection  was  tenable. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintifil 

The 
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The    Attorney-General   and   Giffbrd    for 
plaintiff. 

Scarlett  for  the   defendants* 


the       I6l<>- 

WlOAN 

V. 

Fowler 
and  Others. 


In  the  ensuing  term  Scarlett  moved  for  a  rul6 
to  shew  cause  why  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs 
should  not  be  set  aside,  and  a  nonsuit  entered* 
He  contended)  that  the  object  of  the  Legislature 
in  framing  the  statute  15  G.  2.  c.  13.  which  was 
also  to  be  collected  from  the  other  Statutes  on  the 
subject,  was  to  prevent  any  number  of  persons^ 
exceeding  six,  under  any  colour  or  pretence  what* 
soever,  from  raising  money  by  bills  or  notes  payable 
at  any  less  time  than  six  months.  The  statute 
15  G.  2.  was  made,  as  is  expressed  in  the  Act, 
for  the  prevention  of  doubts,  and  to  secure  an  ex- 
clusive privilege  to  the  Bank  of  England.  The 
statute  in  terms  prohibited  any  number  of  persons 
whatsoever  united  in  partnership,  exceeding  six, 
from  borrowing  or  taking  up  money  by  any  billu 
at  less  than  six  months  date.  The  consequence 
was,  that  any  number  of  persons  not  in  partnership 
Might  raise  money  by  bills  at  a  shorter  date ;  but 
that  if  more  than  six  were  in  partnership,,  they 
could  not  draw  bills  at  a  shorter  date.  If  seven 
persons  in  partnership  were  not  prohibited  by  this 
clause  from  drawing  any  bill  pf  a  shorter  date,-  they 
might  draw  bills  to  any  amount. 


VOL,  I. 


I  I 


Lord 
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1816. 


WiGAN 

Fowler 
and  Others. 


Lord  Ellenborough,  C.  J.  —  I  felt  great 
anxiety  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  least  an  alarm 
should  be  created  in  the  city  of  London^  and 
therefore  was  reluctant  to  save  the  point.  The 
objection,  if  it  were  available,  would  affect  the 
holder's  right  of  action  in  every  case  where  it  might 
be  contended  that  the  number  of  the  members  of 
the  firm  by  which  the  bill  was  drawn  exceeded  six* 
Such  a  decision  would  virtually  incapacitate  any 
number  of  persons,  exceeding  six,  from  entering 
into  a  commercial  partnership,  since  it  is  essential 
to  the  very  existence  of  such  a  partnership,  to  draw 
bills  of  exchange  ;  and  great  inconvenience  would 
result,  since  it  would  be  incumbent  on  every  person 
before  he  took  a  biU,  to  inquire  whether  the  firm 
by  which  it  was  drawn  consisted  of  more  than  six 
members.  The  statute  must  be  construed  secundum 
subjectam  materiam^  and  it  was  the  manifest  object 
of  the  Legislature,  in  framing  this  Act,  to  protect 
the  Bank  of  England  against  rival  banks.  If  a 
commercial  partnership  be  made  a  mere  colour  for 
raising  money  by  the  issue  of  notes,  I  agree  that 
the  case  would  fall  within  the  prohibition  of  the 
statute. 


Bayley,  J.  —  Admittiiig  the  case  to  be  within 
the  statute,  the  note  would  not  be  void,  and  the 
illegality  would  affect  those  only  who  knew  the 
defect.  The  intention  of  the  Legislature  was  to 
protect  the  Bank  of  England  against  other  banking 
companies,   and  the  construction  contended  for 

might 
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might  defeat  their  remedy  in  almost  every  instance       1816- 
in  which  they  discounted  bills.  Wioan 

HoLROYD,  J.  concurred,  and  said  that  a  similar  f  ^ottoi 
construction  had  been  adopted  in  a  case  under  the 
Coal-brokers  Act,  which  (Urected  that  the  instru- 
ment should  be  drawn  in  a  particular  form  under 
a  severe  penalty,  and  upon  the  objection  taken^ 
that  one  of  these  had  not  been  drawn  in  the  form 
required  by  the  statute,  it  was  held  that  it  was  not 
void,  but  that  the  effect  was  to  subject  the  party' 
to  a  penalty,  (a) 

Rule  refused^ 


(a)  Query^  Whether  under  the  statute  3  G.  »•  c.  a6.  j.  7, 8.  which  enieli 
that  lightermen  and  other  buyers  of  coals  on  board  any  ship  in  the  port  of 
London,  shall,  at  the  time  of  the  delivery  of  such  coals,  pay  for  the  same 
in  ready  money,  or  for  such  part  thereof  as  shall  not  be  so  paid  for  shall 
give  their  promissory  notes,  expressing  the  words  nfmlui  rtceived  m  eoaUf 
&c.  under  a  penalty  of  looA  in  case  of  omission. 


1 1  i 
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*S^^'  Edgar  v.  Buck. 

Same  day. 

The  plaintiff  ^HIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  brought  by  the 
fiedlbyaprint-  plaintiff,  (who  acted  as  a  kind  of  medical 
ed  prospectus  broker)  to  recover  at  the  rate  of  two  and  a  hslt'pef^ 
whkhhe  hT  ^^^''  ^^  *  premium  paid  by  the  defendant,  for  being 
ready  to  en-  admitted  into  partnership  with  a  medical  gentle* 
gage  to  per-     j^qji,  to  whom  the  plaintiff  had  introduced  him. 

form  particular  '  * 

services  y  may 

in  an  action  It  appeared  that  theplaintiff  had  signified,  by  means 
who  has  em-  of  a  prospectus,  the  terms  on  which  he  undertook  to 
^°r^  h™  ^°  i^^troduce  applicants  to  partnerships  or  situations* 
services  under  Amongst  Others,  was  a  Condition,  that  the  appli- 
a  parol  agree-   jp^jj^  should  pay  a  fee  of  a  guinea  upon  his  first  ap- 

ment,  read  the  i     i       i  i     /%  i 

printed  pro-  pearaucc,  and  should  afterwards  pay  a  percentage 
spectus  to  of  two  and  a  half  on  the  premium,  when  the  agree-' 
tenms  wwe,  ^  Hieut  was  signed.  —  It  also  appeared,  that  on  an 
although  it  is  application  by  the  defendant  for  that  purpose,  the 
""""'j^Tllt  plaintiff  had  introduced  him  to  a  Mn  Wright  who 
ment  to  pro-     was  in  Considerable  practice,  and  to  whom  the  de- 

^a  mtrcS'''  fe"^a"t  ^ad  subsequenUy  paid  a  premium  of 
man,  by  the     1,670/.  to  be  admitted  into  partnership. 

assignment  of 

^irTpersont  Topping  for  the  defendant  objected,  that  the 
to  whom  a  printed  prospectus  could  not  be  read  in  evidence 
^^wri"not  without  a  stamp,  since  it  contained  the  terms  of  the 
iUegai.  agreement^  upon  which  the  plaintifi^  founded  his 

claim. 


Garrow^ 
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GarroWf  A.  G.  for  the  plaintiff*  answered,  that  ^  l^lS. 
the  prospectus  was  not  used  as  evidence  of  the 
agreement  itself,  but  only  as  introductory,  and  to 
shew  on  what  terms  it  was  understood  between  the 
parties  at  the  time  of  the  parol  agreement,  that  the 
service  was  to  be  performed. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  This  was  a  parol  con- 
tract, adopting  the  term  of  a  written  proposition 
previously  existing.  The  prospectifs  is  not  evidence 
of  the  agreement  itself,  but  had  performed  its  of- 
fice before  the  parol  agreement  was  entered  into. 

By  the  terms  of  the  prospectus,  the  remuneration 
for  the  plaintiff's  services,  was  to  become  due  upon 
the  signing  of  the  agreement  between  the  parties. 

Garrow^  A.  G.,  submitted,  that  it  would  be  suf- 
ficient  for  him  to  shew,  that  the  defendant  had 
been  admitted  into  partnership  with  Mr.  Wright, 
and  that  the  premium  had  been  paid.  —  But, 

Lord  Ellenborough  held,  that  the  plaintiff 
could  not  proceed  a  single  step  further,  without 
shewing  that  a  written  agreement  had  been  signed, 
and  that  the  most  express  parol  agreement  would 
not  supply  the  deficiency. 

A  deed  of  co-partnership  between  the  defendant 
and  Wright  was  then  put  in. 

I  I  3  Topping 
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1816.  Topping  objected,  that  on  grounds  of  policy,  an 

Edgar  action  for  this  species  of  brokerage  was  not  main* 

v.  tainable. 


Blick# 


Lord  Ellenborough.  —  I  will  hear  what  the 
terms  of  the  agreement  are.  I  certainly  do  not 
approve  of  selling  patients,  and  handing  them  over 
as  a  species  of  property ;  it  is  indelicate,  but  I  da 
not  think  that  there  is  any  thing  criminal  or  im- 
moral in  it.  (a) 

Topping  afterwards  addressed  the  jury,  contend* 
ing,  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  the  per 
centage  which  he  claimed,  since  in  fact  he  had 
performed  no  meritorious  service  whatsoever, 
having  done  nothing  more,  than  barely  intro- 
duce the  parties  to  each  other;  and  that  as  to 
the  demand  of  a  guinea,  by  way  of  admission- fee, 
he  contended  that  there  was  evidence  which  shewed 
that  it  had  been  waived. 

Lord  Ellenborough  left  the  facts  to  the  jury, 
who  found  for  the  defendant. 

Garraw,  A.  G.,  and  Walford  for  the  plaintiff 

Topping  and  F.  Lcewes  for  the  defendant. 

{a)  Sec  Bume  v»  Gtff,  4  East.  190.  and  Broody*  JoUiffe^  Cro.  J.  596. 


/ 

/ 
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Harding  and  Others  v.  Cooper.  ^    \^\^^    ^ 

Same  day. 

TTHIS  was  an  action   by  the  plainti£&,    as  the  An  agreement 

payees,  against  the  defendant,  as  the  acceptor  ^rfn^^  * 
of  a  bill  of  exchange,  dated  the  11th  of  ^t^gt^/ prosecution  is 

1815.  iUegal,  but  the 

plamtin  may 
recover  on  a 

Wordsworth,  the  drawer  of  the  bill,  being  in-  JJJJ  ^^^f^Jj^^ 
debted  to  the  plaintiffi,  had  obtained  his  discharge  for  the  costs  of 
under  an  insolvent  act.    The  plaintiffs  afterwards  ?  ^*^'*^  proce^- 
instituted  a  prosecution  against  him,  for  having  and  the  amount 
fraudulently  obtained  his  discharge.     A  bill  of  in-  ofacomposi- 
dictment  had  been  found,  and  the  plaintiffs  having  although  the 
agreed  to  take  a  composition  of  2s.  6(L  in   the  plaintiff  has  in- 
pound,   with   220/.  for    costs,   without  taxation,  ^uiion*^'^^ 
and  that  a  commission  of  bankruptcy,  which  had  against  B, 
been  taken  out  against  Wordsworth  should  be  su-  ^^  aban^"' 
perseded,  Cooper^  the  defendant,  being  the  father-  dons,  unless  it 
in-law  of  Wordsworth,  gave  the  present  acceptance  ^o^'^^/the 
for  the  amount,  and  the  plainti£&  afterwards  con-  abandonment 
sented  that  the  indictment  should  be  quashed.  of  theprosecu- 

*-  tion  formed 

part  of  the 

It  was  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  con^radon 

' ,  ,      -  .„  .  /.        t  /. ,  t  for  the  bill. 

that  the  bill  was  given  for  the  costs  of  the  prosecu- 
tion, as  well  as  for  the  costs  of  the  civil  proceedings, 
upon  an  agreement  to  forego  the  prosecution ;  and, 
therefore,  that  the  consideration  wias  illegal. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  A  stipulation  to  drop 
the    prosecution,  would  without  doubt    be    ille- 

I  I  4^  gal 


468 


1816. 


Harding 
and  Others 

Cooper. 
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gal  (a)  ;  but  if  tlie  party  authorized  his  agent  to 
compound  his  civil  rights  only,  and  after  coming 
to  a  settlement,  the  creditors  chose  to  forego  the 
prosecution,  the  transaction  was  not  illegal. 

There  being  no  evidence  to  shew  that  the  costs 
of  the  prosecution  were  mentioned  in  the  course  of 
the  negotiation,  and  the  bill  having  in  fact  been 
given  before  the  indictment  was  quashed,  the 
plaintiff  obtained  a  verdict. 

Garrow,  A.  G.,  and  Pollock  for  the  plaintiffi» 
Gu7ney  and  West  for  the  defendant. 


^         (a)  Sec  CoJlinj  v.  Blantern^  %  Wils.  341. 


Trecothick  v.  Edwin. 
The  whole  of  HPHIS  was  an  action  on  a  promissor\'^  note  made 

a  promissory        -*•    1       .,         i    .    ^./y» 

note  bemg  ^y  the  plaintiff. 

printed,  except 

dite^Iirsum       ^^^  ^^*^  ^^  ^"  ^^^  M^\X2X  form  "  I  promisc  to 
and  a  place  of '  "  pay,  &c.  at  Barclay^  Tritioyiy  and  Co.'*     The 

LrtS^at  the      ^^^^^^  ^^  *^^  ^^^^  ^^  printed,  except  the  names  of 
bottom  of  the    the  parties,  the  sum,  and  the  date ;  the  words,  "  at 

Xlote  beiog  also 

printed,  a  special  presentment  there  is  necessary. 

"  Barclay^ 
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<*  Barclay y  Trittoriy  and  Co."  were  at  the  bottom  of       1816. 
the  note,  and  were  also  printed.  TrecothIck 

It  was  contended  for  the  defendant,  that  since      Edwik. 
the  note  was  made  payable  at  a  particular  place, 
specified  in  printed  characters,  it  was  incumbent  on 
the  plaintiff,  to  prove  a  special  presentment. 

Lord  Ellenborough  held,  that  it  was  necessary 
to  prove  a  special  presentment,  since  the  stipulation 
for  payment  at  a  particular  pla6e  being  printed, 
was  to  be  considered  as  part  of  the  note  having 
been  made  at  the  same  time. 

A  special  presentment  was  afterwards  proved. 
Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Richardson  for  the  plaintiff. 

Puller  for  the  defendant. 


See  the  cases  referred  to  below  475,  note  (a). 
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1816. 


Ex^arte  Tillotson, 


Same  day. 

Ae'lSi^^^'o"  S^"^^^^^^  s**t^^  '^  ^^  Court,  that  TilloUon,  a 
his  arrival  in  witncss,  who  Came  from  WaleSj  to  give  evidence 

London  for  the  jjj  ^  cause  which  stood  in  the  paper,  had,  upon  his 
mg  evidence  in  arrival  in  LofidoKy  been  arrested  for  debt,  and 
a  cause  which  carried  to  a  lock-up  house.  The  affidavit  stated, 
during  the  sit-  'hat  his  Only  business  in  town  was  to  give  evidence 

tmgs,  is  arrest-  in  this  CaUSC. 
ed  for  debt,  the 
proper  course 

for  obtaining  Lord  Ellenborough  intimated  his  opinion,  that 
toWnghba "  u^der  these  circumstances,  the  party  ought  to  be 
before  a  judge  discharged,  but  that  the  proper  course  of  proceed- 

Corptu.  chambers,  by  writ  of  Hebeas  Corjpus. 


See  jfylett's  case,  z  T.  R.  63.    S^ce  v.  Stuartf  3  East.  89.    Light' 
fovt  ¥•  Cameronf  Bl.  113.    Hatch  y.  Biujetf  2  Str.  986. 
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1816. 

Clutterbuck  V.  Chaffers.  ^       - 

Saturday^ 
Dec.  Z4tli. 

HTHIS  was  an  action  for  the  publication  of  a  in  an  actkm 
A   libel.  ^^If^"^ 

tamed  in  a  let- 
ter transmitted 

The  witness  who  was  called  to  prove  the  publi-  **y  ^^«  ^«d- 

,  ,  ant  to  the 

cation  of  the  libel  (which  was  contained  in  a  letter  plaintiff,  by 
written  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff)  stated,  on  "^^s  of  a 
cross-examination,  that  the  letter  had  been  delivered  jg  ^  q^^J^ 
to  him,  folded  up,  but  unsealed,  and  that,  without  forthcjmy 
reading  it,  or  allowing  any  other  person  to  read  it,  ^Lstera  aiw* 
he  had  delivered  it  to  the  plaintiff  himself,  as  he  had  publication  of 
been  directed.  ^t^'t'^r 

plaintiffhim- 

Lord  Ellenborough    held,   that  this   did  not  '^^'  V"^'^ 

uiere  has  not 

amount  to  a  publication  which  would  support  an  the  defendant 
action,  although  it  would  have  sustained  an  indict*  ««tt^edto 

,  ,  m  £%  their  verdict. 

ment;  since  a  publication  to   the  party  himseU, 
tends  to  a  breach  of  the  peace. 

Verdict  for  the  defendant. 

Scarlett  and  Andrews  for  the  plaintiff! 

Ga7T0Wj  A.  G.,  for  the  defendant. 


Sec  X  /Pf//.  Sauful.  is%>  ».  a.  3  /«//•  74.  %  Bsp,  tL  %%6.  $  Mod.  x65. 
X  Hob.  6a.  1x5.  Starkie  on  Uhely  564.  Dr,  Edwards  ▼•  Dr.  Wootoih 
1%  Rep.  Z5* 
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I8l6 

Peet  and  Another  v.  Baxter. 

One  cm-  H^HIS  was  an  action  of  trover  brought  to  recover 
\qqL  by  com-        ^^  vaUie  of  two  pieces  of  cloth. 

mission  pawns 

owncrtofthc  '^^^  plaintiffs,  who  were  Blac/cwell^hall  draperSf 
goods  may  had  entrusted  the  pieces  of  cloth  in  question,  along 
It^^^sL  '  St  ^^*^  many  others,  to  a  person  of  the  name  of 
the  pawn-       Davis^  to  Sell  for  them  by  commission.    Davis  had 

broker,  afttt-  a  pawned  the  two  picces  in  question  to  the  de- 
demand  and     *  I  ^ 

refusal,  ai-  fcndant,  who  was  a  pawnbroker,  and  who  upon 
Aoughthe      demand  made  had  refused  to  deliver  them  up. 

duplicate  has 

not  been  ten-  At  the  time  of  the  demand,  the  duplicate  pawn- 
dered  accord-   broker's    ticket    was    not  tendered    to    the    de- 

mg  to  the  Stat.  ^      . 

39and4oG.3.  *^""^^t* 
c*  99*  J.  5. 

GarroWj  A.  G.,  for  the  defendant  objected, 
that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  recover 
without  having  tendered  to  the  defendant  the  note 
which  by  the  39  &  40  Geo.  3.  c.  99.  s.  5.  every 
pawnbroker  is  obliged  to  deliver  to  the  pawner  of 
goods.  The  15th  section  of  the  same  statute 
enacts,  "  That  any  person  who  shall  produce  any 
"  such  note  as  aforesaid  to  the  person  with  whom 
"  the  goods  were  pawned,  as  the  owner  or  au- 
"  thorised  by  the  o>^Tier  thereof  to  redeem  the 
"  same,  shall  be  deemed  so  far  as  respects  the  per- 
<*  son  leaving  such  goods  in  pledge,  the  real  owner, 
"  and  the  pawnbroker  shall,  after  receiving  satis- 
"  faction  pursuant  to  this  Act,  respecting  principal 
"  and  profit,  deliver  such  goods  to  the  person  who 

«  shall 
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*<  shall  so  produce  the  said  note,  and  shall  be  in-       1816. 
*<  demnified  for  so  doing  unless  he  shall  have  had       p  '^^ 
"  notice   from  the  real  owner,"  &c.     In  order,  and  Another 
therefore,  to  maintain  trover,  the  plaintiffs  should     ^  *^* 
have  come   armed  with  the  proper  authority  to 
warrant  the  pawnbroker   in  the  delivery  of  the 
goods.       This  clause  in  the  statute    was  meant 
(he  contended)  to  obviate  any  inconvenience  to 
the  pawnbroker  which  might  result  from  several 
persons  claiming  the  same  property,  and  therefore 
directed  that  any  person  producing  the  proper  do- 
cument, and  requiring  the  delivery  of  the  goods, 
should  be  deemed  the  real  owner.     The  plaintiff 
in  the  present  instance  had  not  exhibited  the  proof 
of  ownership  required  by  the  statute,  and  might, 
for  aught  that  appeared,  by  transferring  the  note, 
have  authorised  some  other  person  to  make  a  legal 
demand. 

Lord  Ellenborouoh  —  If  the  plaintiffs  had 
claimed  title  to  the  goods  in  privity  with  the 
pawner,  they  must  noMoubt  have  produced  the 
note  when  they  made  their  demand ;  but  they 
claim  by  a  title  which  is  paramount  to  that  of  the 
pawner.  Uuder  the  circumstances,  it  would  have 
been  foolish  in  them  to  have  made  use  of  the 
duplicates,  since  it  would  have  been  inconsistent 
with  their  real  claim. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Marry att^  Guniey^  and  Campbell  for  the  plaintiff*. 

Garrow,  A.  G.,  and  Scarlett  for  the  defendant. 

12 
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1816.       Welch  and  Another,  Assignees  of  Evan  Evans, 
1^^  ^  a  Bankrupt,  v.  Seaborn. 

A  loan  of        TTHIS  was  an  action  by  the  plaintiffi,    as  the 

money  by  A        X  ^  '^ 

to  B  is  not  to        assignees  of  Evan  Evans^  a  biankrupt. 

be  inferred 

ftct  that  A  de-  ^h  Order  to  establish  the  petitioning  creditor's 
Uvcrcd  a  sum  debt,  the  plaintifis  proved  by  the  testimony  of  one 
whkhAhad  Smpsofi,  that  he,  Simpson^  had  at  the  request  of 
borrowed  from  Rice  Evatis,  (the  petitioning  creditor)  who  was  a 

friend  of  Evan  Evans^  sold  out  100/.  Navy  5  per 
cents,  and  lent  the  produce  to  Rice  Evans^  who 
delivered  the  amount  to  Evan  Evans ;  but  on  what 
account  the  money  was  delivered  by  Rice  Evans  to 
Evan  Evans  did  not  appear. 

Lord  Ellenborough  was  of  opinion  that  there 
was  not  sufficient  evidence  to  leave  it  to  the  jury, 
whether  this  money  had  been  advanced  to  Evan 
EvanSy  by  way  of  loan,  since  the  presumption  of 
law  was,  that  money  when  paid  is  paid  in  liqui- 
dation of  an  antecedent  debt. 

The  plaintiffs  being  unable  to  prove  Rice  Evans 
to  have  been  a  creditor  to  the  amount  of  lOOL 
exclusively  of  the  money  so  paid,  were  nonsuited* 

Topping  and for  the  plaintiffi. 

GarroWf  A.  G.,  for  the  defendant 

1 
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Garnktt  V.  Woodcock  and  Others.  ^    ^^^^- 

Same  day. 

'^rHIS  was  an  action  by  the  indorsee  of  a  bill  of  A  presentment 
exchange  against  the  acceptor.  ^S^s  wtee 

it  is  payable  is 

The  bill  in  question  was  drawn  by  Hodson  and  J^Jgr^ 
Co.  in  Lancasfnref  upon  the  defendants  in  LondoUf  after  banking 
for  the  sum  of  67O/.  payable  to  the  order  of  the  ^?^  ^' 

1.1/1  11  t       ^^^  *  person 

drawers,    and  indorsed    by  the  drawers  to  the  besutionedby 
plaintiff.    The  defendants  had  accepted  the  bill,  ^^^  ^ 
payable  at  Demson*s  and  *C6.  bankers,  London.        answer. 

A  bin  is 

The  bill  had  been  presented  at  Denison^s  and  in  loti^oh,  and 
Co.  between  seven  and  eight  in  the  evening  of  "  *»:cepted 
the  day  when  it  became  due,  and  a  boy  returned  p^cuU^  * 
for  answer,  "  no  orders.**  banker's  in 

London  (jem» 
ble)  a  present- 
Camp^//   for  the   defendants  contended,   that  mentatthat 

since  the  biU  was  drawn  payable  in  London,  the  J^^^^'^ 

place  of  payment  being  in  the  body  of  the  bill,  an  action 

and  had  been  accepted,  payable  at  Denison's  and  *^**°**  ^^^ 

*        '    I    •^  acceptor, 

Co.  a  presentment  there  was  necessary(a),  and 
that  this  was  not  a  sufficient  presentment,  and 
cited  Parker  v.  Gordon,  7  ^ast,  385.j  Elfbrd  v% 
Teed,  1  Maule  &  Selwyn,  28.  j  there  the*  Court 


{a)  See  Sanderson  v.  Bowe^i  24  East.  500.  Wild,  ▼.  Remiard^ 
I  Campb.  425.  If.  Callagban  v.  A/Utt^  %  Campb.  ^51.  3  Taunt.  397. 
Fenton  v.  Goimdrajy  13  East.  459,  Ambrose  ▼.  Hopwodf  %  Taunt.  6l. 
BajUj  on  BiiUy  3d  £d«  ^ 

held. 
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1816.       held,   that  the  presentment  at  a  banker's,  aflef 

^^    ^  banking  hours,  was  a  nullity,  although   the  pre- 

'v.  sentment  in  that  case  had  been  made  by  a  notary. 

'^?^^l^^   He   admitted  that  when  the  bill  had  been  made 

payable    at  a   merchant's,    a  presentment    after 

banking  hours,  where  a  negative  answer  had  been 

returned  on  presentment   of  the   bill,  had   been 

deemed  to  be  sufficient ;  but  this  was  the  case  of  a 

presentment  at  a  banker's. 

Lord  Ellenborough  —  Bankers  do  not  usually 
pay  at  so  late  an  hour  ;  but  if  a  person  be  left  there 
who  gives  a  negative  answer,  there  is  no  difference 
between  the  case  and  that  of  a  presentment  at  a 
merchant's.  I  think  it  is  perfectly  clear,  that  if  a 
banker  appoint  a  person  to  attend  in  order  to  give 
an  answer,  a  presentment  would  be  sufficient  if  it 
were  made  before  twelve  at  night. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

Scarlett  and  Ltttledale  for  the  plaintiff. 

Campbell  for  the  defendants. 


In  the  ensuing  term  Campbell  moved  for  a  rule 
to  shew  cause,  why  there  should  not  be  a  new 
trial,  and  he  cited  the  words  of  Lawrence  J. 
in  Parker  v.  Gordon^  7  East^  385.  where  he  says, 
"  The  party  might  have  refused  to  take  this  special 
"  acceptance,   but  if  he  chose  to  take  the  ac- 

«♦  ceptance 
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<<  ceptance  payable  in  that  manner,  payable  at  the 
^<  banker's,  does  he  not  agree  to  take  it  payable  at 
"  the  usual  banking-hours  ?" 

Lord  Ellenborough.  -^  In  that  case  no  answer 
was  given  upon  the  presentment  of  the  bill. 
Upon  the  trial  I  laid  down  nothing,  but  that  if  a 
servant  was  stationed  for  the  purpose  of  giving 
an  answer,  it  was  sufficient.  In  general  there  are 
two  presentments,  one  in  the  morning,  and  the 
other  in  the  evening ;  but  if  there  be  a  present- 
ment in  the  evening,  and  the  party  is  ready  to 
give  an  answer,  he  does  all  that  is  necessary. 
The  banker  returned  an  answer  by  the  mouth  of 
his  servant,  and  non  constat^  but  that  he  was 
stationed  there  for  the  express  purpose. 

Rule  refilled. 
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1816. 


Garnbtt 

WoorcocK 
and  Otliers. 


Hopkins  v.  Apbleby. 


Monday, 
Dec  1 6th. 


T^HIS   was    an  action  for  goods  sold  and  de-  The  vendee  of 
«vered.  »^«J--'^ 

warranted  to 

The  defendants  who  were  soap-makers  at  Bath^  ^  °f  ^^*  ^'^ 

^  cjuautyi  pro- 

ordered  of  the  piaintiffi  in  London^  eight  sarrands  ceeds  to  use  it 

from  time  to 
time  till  the 
whole  has  been  consumedi  when  the  value  of  the  article  can  no  longer  be  aicertainedy 
having  given  no  notice  to  the  vendor  during  this  time  of  any  defect  in  the  article*  and 
having  deprived  the  vendor  of  the  meant  of  proving  the  value  of  the  article  by  proper 
teitt,  the  vendee  ii  not  entitled  to  recover  on  the  ground  of  any  alleged  defect  in  the  article. 

VOL.  I.  K   K  of 
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^^^'       of  Spanish  barilla,  and  four  sarrands  of  salt  barilla, 

Hopkins    which  the  latter  warranted  to  be  of  the  best  qua- 

?•         lity.       The  order    was  given   in  the  middle  of 

ppLEBY.  QqIqI^^^  and  the  barilla  reached  the  place  of  its 
destination  on  the  26th  of  December.  Imme- 
diately aflcr  the  arrival  of  the  barilla,  the  de- 
fendants mixed  the  contents  of  the  eight  sarrands 
together,  and  soon  afterwards  proceeded  to  use 
it  for  the  manufacturing  of  soap.  Upon  trial  it 
appeared,  according  to  the  evidence  of  the  de- 
fendants, that  the  Spanish  bai*illa  was  of  so  inferior 
a  quality,  that  it  required  nearly  double  the  usual 
quantity  in  order  to  complete  the  process  of  soap- 
making;  they  -continued  nevertheless  to  proceed 
in  the  use  of  it,  without  making  any  complaint, 
and  in  fact  made  no  remonstrance  until  the  whole 
of  the  barilla  had  been  consumed  in  eight  suc- 
cessive boilings.  The  defence  now  attempted 
was,  that  the  Spanish  barilla  was  not  of  the  qua- 
lity stipulated  for,  and  the  defendant  had  paid 
into  Court  as  much  as  he  contended  it  was  really 
worth.  He  insisted  that  since  the  article  was  war- 
ranted, he  was  not  bound  to  return  it  upon  dis- 
covering its  inferiority,  or  even  to  give  notice  of 

■ 

the  defect;  and  he  attempted  to  shew  that  the 
quality  could  not  be  ascertained  by  mere  inspec- 
tion, without  actual  experiment ;  and  to  prove  the 
badness  of  quality  by  inference  from  several 
failures  in  the  ordinary  process  of  manufacturing 
soap  where  this  barilla  was  an  ingredient. 

On 
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On  the  other  side  evidence  was  adduced  to  shew       ^8^^' 

that  the  article  was  of  the  quality  warranted  for,  Hopkins 
and  that  its  quality  might  easily  have  been  ascer-         v. 

tained  by  taste  and  inspection.  Ai'PLEat^ 

Lord  Ellenborouoh.  —  When  an  objection  is 
made  to  an  article  of  sale,  common  justice  and 
honesty  require  that  it  should  be  returned  at  the 
earliest  period,  and  before  the  commodity  has 
been  so  changed  as  to  render  it  impossible  to 
ascertain,  by  proper  tests,  whether  it  is  of  the 
quality  contracted  for.  Upon  using  the  first  por-* 
tion  of  this  barilla,  and  discovering  that  double  the 
usual  quantity  was  required  to  attain  the  object  of 
the  process,  the  defendants  ought,  without  delay, 
to  have  intimated  to  the  plaintifis  that  the  com- 
modity was  not  of  the  best  quality.  Here,  on  the 
contrary,  not  a  word  was  said  ;  but  the  defendants 
proceeded,  without  the  least  complaint,  to  use  the 
barilla  till  the  whole  was  consumed,  and  it  became 
impossible,  by  means  of  proper  tests,  to  ascertain 
the  real  value  of  the  article.  Lime  and  tallow  are 
both  material  ingredients  in  the  manufacture  of 
soap,  and  to  defects  in  these,  and  to  many  other 
concurring  circumstances,  the  failure  which  took 
place  might  probably  be  owing,  and  without  mak- 
ing experiments  on  the  article  itself,  it  is  impos- 
sible, with  any  degree  of  certainty,  to  lay  the  blame 
upon  the  barilla.  It  was  incumbent  on  the  de- 
fendants to  giye  the  seller  an  opportunity  of  es- 
tablishing his  case  by  the  opinion  and  judgment  of 

K  K  2  intelligent 


480  CASES  AT  NISI  PRIUS, 

1816.  intelligent  men  upon  the  subject,  and  not  to  throw 
a  veil  and  obscurity  over  it,  and  debar  the  party 
from  the  fair  means  of  ascertaining  the  quality. 
By  giving  notice  in  an  early  stage,  the  plaintiffi 
would  have  been  enabled  to  send  down  a  person  of 
competent  skill  to  examine  the  ceUar  in  which  the 
commodity  was  deposited,  and  to  have  formed  an 
opinion  to  what  the  ultimate  failure  in  the  result 
was  to  be  attributed ;  this  must  have  depended 
both  on  the  skill  of  the  manufacturer  and  the  ma- 
terials which  he  used.  The  party  who  extinguishes 
the  light,  and  precludes  the  other  party  from  the 
means  of  ascertaining  the  truth,  ought  to  bear  the 
loss. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiffi. 

Garraw^   A.  G.,   Gumey^  and  Comyn  for  the 
plaihtiffi. 

Scarlett  and  Casberd  for  the  defendants. 
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Waller  and  Another,  Assignees  of  Smith,  1816. 

V.   DrAKEFORD.  Leday.    ^ 

^HIS  was  an  action  by  the  plaintiffs   as   the  A,  after  com- 
assignees  of  Smithy  a  bankrupt,  for  money  had  ^^J|^^^ 
and  received  to  their  use  as  assignees.  in  oider  to 

procure  his  di^ 

ciuurfre  ijom 

Ailer  Smith  had  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  an  arrett  at  the 
he  was  arrested  by  the  defendant  for  a  debt  which  ^  °^  ^ . 
was  due  to  him.    Smithy  to  procure  his  discharge,  dortet  to  B  a 
drew  a  bill  upon  Marthh  which  the  latter  accepted,  wu  of  ex. 
and  Smithj  having  indorsed  this  bill  to  the  de-  cacfi^tain 
fendant,   was  liberated.     Martin^  at  the  time  of  expectation  of 
accepting  this  bill,  was  in  expectation  of  receiving  of^A'ii"uitoH8 
goods  of  Smith's  into  his  hands  from  one  Wright^  hands,   c  re- 
and  was  authorised  by  Smith  to  sell  these  goods,  l^^^u, 
and  also  to  receive  certain  dividends  under  a  com-  them»  and  pays 
mission  of  bankruptcy  against  Deelas,  of  whose  ^^  uJJ°"°l^^ 
estate  Smith  was  a  creditor.     Martin  afterwards  the  assignees  of 
received  the  goods,  and  sold  them,  and  paid  the  ^  cannot  main- 
defendant  the  amount  of  the  accepted  bill  when  it  again^  b  for* 
became  due.  ^*«  ^^^  *» 

money  had  end 
received  to 

It  was  now  contended  on  the  part  of  the  plain-  their  use. 
tiffs,  that  as  the  assignees  of  Smith,  they  were 
entitled  to  recover  this  money,  since  it  was  in 
effect  the  money  of*  the  assignees  in  the  hands  of 
Martin,  and  was  consequently  received  by  the  de- 
fendant to  their  use. 

K  K  3  Lord 
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1816.  Lord  Ellenborough.  —  At  this  time  Snuth^ 

^  W  LL  R  '  being  ja  bankrupt,    could  exercise  no  disposing 
and  Another  power  over  the  goods  in  the  hands  of  Martin. 
y'         They  were  the  property  of  the  assignees,  and  the 
*  assignees  may,  if  they  think  proper,  bring  an  ac- 
tion of  trover  for  the  conversion  of  these  goods,  or 
they  may  ratify  the  act  by  bringing  an  action  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered ;  but  they  cannot  con- 
sider the  property  as  changed  by  the  act  of  a  party 
Avho  held  them  under  no  contract  or  authority. 

Plaintifis  nonsuited. 

Scarlett  and  Campbell  for  the  plaintiffs. 

GarroXL\  A.  G.,  for  the  defendant. 


In  the  ensuing  term  Scarlett  moved  for  a  rule 
to  shew  cause,  why  there  should  not  be  a  new 
trial,  stating  at  first  the  same  grounds  as  upon  the 
trial  of  the  cause. 

But  the  Court  refused  the  motion,  and  ob- 
served, that  attempts  had  of  late  been  made  to 
stretch  the  action  for  money  had  and  received 
beyond  its  due  limits  ;  it  was  a  devouring  kind  of 
action,  which,  if  encouraged,  would  swallow  up 
all  others. 

Scarlett  tlien  moved  on  a  different  ground  from 

that  on  which  he  stood  at  the  trial.   He  contended, 

2  that 
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that  since   the  bill  was  accepted  by  Martin^  in       181G. 
favour  oi  Smithj  after  he  had  committed  an  act  of    ^^^ 
bankruptcy,    the  property  in  the  bill  vested  im-  and  Another 
mediately  in  the  assignees,  and  that  they  might  ^     ^' 
have  maintained  an  action  of  trover  for  it  against 
the  defendant ;  but  if  they  could  have  maintained 
an  action  of  trover,  it  was  competent  to  them  to 
waive  the  tort,  and  to  proceed  for  money  had  and 
received. 

But  the  Court  observing,  that  this  had  not  been 
urged  at  the  trial,  and  that  this  was  an  attempt  to 
carry  the  doctrine  of  waiving  the  tort  to  an  unwar- 
rantable length. 

Refused  the  rule. 


Atwood  and  Another  v.  Crowdie  and  Another.   Tuesday, 

Dec.  z^tfa. 

nrmS  was  an  action  by  the  plaintiffs,  as  the  in-  A  and  Co. 

dorsees  of  three  bills  of  exchange,  drawn  by  ^^^^  |^.J* 
Kent  and  Co.  upon,  and  accepted  by  the  defendants,  pmsed  by  b 
payable  to  Mattingley  and  Co.  and  indorsed  by  the  ^^^ . 
latter  to  the  plaintiffs.  town,  to  whom 

they  are  in- 
debtedy  to  send  up  any  bilk  that  they  can  procure/ transmit  ^r  account  an  accommodation 
bill  accepted  by  D;  when  the  bill  becomes  due^  the  balance  b  in  &vor  of  B  and  Co.  but  the 
bills  are  not  withdrawn,  and  afterwards  the  balance  between  the  houses  turns  considerably 
in  favor  of  A  and  Co.  and  is  so  when  B  and  Co.  become  bankrupts :  A  and  Co.  are 
entitled  to  recover  against  the  acceptor. 

K  K   4  It 
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^    ^^^^'    ^      It  appeared  that  a  material  alteration  had  been 
Atwood     niade  in  one  of  these  bills,  which  put  it  out  of  ques- 

and  Another  tion.     The  two  Others,  which  bore  date  December 
Crowdie     ^^f  1813,  became  due  on  the  succeeding  19th  of 

and  Another.  March  and  19th  of  Aprils  respectively.  The  plain- 
tiffs were  the  London  bankers  of  Mattingl^  and 
Co.,  wlio  were  bankers  at  Abingdon^  and  also  at 
Wantage ;  and  the  latter  being  indebted  to  the 
former,  and  being  pressed  by  them  to  send  any 
bills  up  that  they  could  procure,  sent  up  nine  bills 
for  account^  in  which  were  included  the  bills  in 
question,  which  had  been  accepted  by  the  defend- 
ants for  the  accommodation  of  Mattingley  and  Co. 
Upon  the  evidence  adduced  for  the  defendants,  it 
appeared  that  the  balance  of  the  cash  account  be- 
tween the  plaintiffs,  and  Mattingley  and  Co.,  was 
very  considerably  in  favour  of  the  latter,  both  on 
the  19th  of  March  1814,  and  the  19th  of  April 
1814,  when  the  two  bills  in  question  respectively 
became  due.    It  also  appeared,  that  there  were  pe« 
riods  subsequent  to  these  dates,  when  the  general 
Account,  including  both  cash  and  engagements,  was 
in  favour  of  Mattingley  and  Co. ;    but  they  after- 
wards failed,  and  at  the  time  of  failure,  were  in- 
debted  to  the  plaintiffs  in  a  sum  exceeding  the 
principal  and  interest  of  the  bills. 

Scarlett  for  the  defendants,  contended,  that  the 
object  of  transmitting  the  bills  in  question,  was  in 
order  to  cover  the  then  existing  balance,  and  that 
such  balance  having  been  satisfied  in  Mar$h  and 
Aprils  the  plaintiffs'  claim  on  these  bills  was  ex- 

7  tinguifihedt 
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tinguished,  and  could  not  afterwards  be  revived  by      I8I6. 
a  subsequent  fluctuation  of  the  account  in  favour  ^  .    - 
of  the  plaintifls  against  Matttngley  and  Co.   That  md  Another 
the  general  principle  applied,  that  where  an  accom-         '^• 
modation  bill  is  indorsed  aft;er  it  is  due,  the  indorsee  and  Another, 
stands  in  the  same  situation  with  that  in  which  the 
indorser  himself  would  have  stood  ;  and  that  there- 
fore, in  the  present  case,  the  defendants,  having 
accepted  the  bill  for  the  accommodation  of  MaU 
tirigley  and  Co.  and  the  plaintiffs  having  no  claim 
upon  these  bills  when  they  became  due,  they  could 
not  afterwards  acquire  a  fresh  claim  upon  new  ad- 
vances to  Mattmglej/  and  Co.  any  more  than  they 
could  by  a  fresh  indorsement  by  Matttngley  and  Co. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  It  appears,  from  the- 
letter  in  which  the  bills  were  sent  by  Mattingley 
and  Co.  to  the  plaintifl^  that  they  were  sent  on 
account^  which  means,  the  then  floating  account. 
It  is  clear,  that  there  was  a  period,  when  the  plain- 
tiffs* lien  ceased  to  attach,  and  when  the  bills  might 
have  been  redeemed,  but  they  were  not  reclaimed, 
and  by  allowing  them  to  remain  in  the  hands  of 
the  plaintifi^s,  the  lien  revested,  when,  upon  fresh 
advances  made,  the  balance  turned  in  favoiu*  of  the 
plaintiffs. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintifli,  for  the  principal  and 
interest. 

GarroWf  A.  G.,  Marryat  and  JP.  Pollock  for  tlie 
plaintifls. 

Scarlett  and  Casberd  for  the  defendants. 

In 
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1816.  In  the  ensuing  term,  Scarlett  moved  for  a  rule 

Atwood     '^  shew  cause  why  there  should  not  be  a  new  trial, 

and  Another   Contending,  that  the  bills  had  not  been  sent  for  the 

Cr  \        purpose  of  securing  a  fluctuating  balance,  but  on  ac- 

and  Another,  countof  the  then  existing  debt }  and  that  after  that 

object  had  been  satisfied,  the  plaintifis  became  the 
proprietors  of  the  bills,  afler  they  were  due,  and 
that  Mattingley  and  Co.  could  not  at  that  time  make 
the  plaintiffs  proprietors,  without  being  subject  to 
the  equity  under  which  they  themselves  held  the 
bills. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  — Upon  what  terms  Crow- 
die  and  Co.  originally  accepted  the  bills,  does  not 
appear,  but  the  circumstances  indicate  what  the 
nature  of  the  transaction  was  ;  their  not  withdraw- 
ing the  bills,  or  demanding  them  back,  shews  that 
they  considered  themselves  to  be  sureties. 

Scarlett  then  submitted  that  the  plaintiffs  were 
not  entitled  to  interest  on  the  bills,  from  the  time 
when  they  became  due,  but  only  from  the  time 
when  tlie  balance  turned  in  favour  of  the  plaintiffs. 


But  the  Court  answered,  that  the  balance  after- 
wards exceeded  both  the  principal  and  interest  due 
on  the  bills. 

Rule  refused. 
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Moore  and  Others,  Assignees  of  Sheath  and         1816. 

Others  v.  Voughton.  wluJT 


THIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  by  the  plain-  inM«ctjoiito 

tifis,  as  the  assignees  of  Sheatfh  Steely  and  Wrag^  tmtt  upm 
bankrupts,  against  the  defendant,  for  money  lent,  "®"**  *^* 

J  r»       •    ^         ^  ▼inced  to  tlie 

and  tor  mterest.  defendant  by  a 

It  was  contended,   that  with  respect  to  such  *^^^^^ 
sums  as  should  be  proved  to  have  been  advanced  that  k  wis  the 
to  the  defendant  on  his  own  private  account,  the  g«nf**  c««toni 

,   .      .^  .1-1  .  *      1        1  of  the  houic  to 

plamtms  were  entitled  to  recover  mterest,  calculated  cfaaige  interett 
upon  half-yearly  rests,  according  to  the  universal  c*fc«uted  upon 
practice  of  the  house.  —  But,  reftiT^thout 

also  fhewing 

Lord  Ellenborough  held,  that  this  claim  could  ^^/^«^- 

lendant  knew 

not  be  supported,  unless  it  could  be  proved,  that  that  mch  was 
the  defendant  knew  that  it  was  the  practice  to  »*»«  pr*cticew 
charge  interest  from  such  rests. 

The  plaintiffs  had  a  verdict  for  the  principal  sums 
advanced,  with  interest,  calculated  upon  each  sum, 
from  the  time  of  the  advance,  but  without  rests. 

GarroWy  A.  G.,  Scarlett  and  Denman  for  the 
plaintifl^. 

Clarke  and  Header  for  tlie  defendant. 
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1816.  Holme  v.  Green. 

Saixi6  day* 

'T'HIS  was  an  action   by  the  indorsee,  of  a  pro- 

In  order  to  take    •*•         •  .  •     4.  xl  i 

a  caie  out  of  HiissoTy  note,  agamst  the  maker. 

the  ftatute  of 

lSSL'i°a^      The  note,  bearing  date  25th  March  1805,  was 

ninoiy  note,  it  made  jointly  by  Green,  and  Salter,  who  was  dead, 

.  toX^^r!  ^^^  *^®  payment  of  300  il  to  Hobne  and  ^Wilson, 

,  m^  by  a  joint  and  by  them  indorsed  to  Holme,  the  plaintifl^  on 

maker  of  the    j^jg  private  account 

note  to  the  '^ 

payee  within 

*^th^*°**  The  defendant  had  pleaded  the  general  issue, 
upon  the  de-  and  the  statute  of  limitations.  Replication  that 
fendanttoahew  ^^  guij  ^33  commenced  within  six  years  after  the 

that  the  pay-  *" 

mentwasnot    promise.  ^ 

nade  on  ac- 
count of  the 

note.  Salter,  being  the  clerk  of  Holme  and  Wilson, 

An  acknow-  ^^  Jitter  advanced  to  him-  the  sum  of  6OOL  for 

ledgment  by 

one  partner  to  securing  the  re-paymeut  of  SOOl.  of  which  the 
bi^  another  in  j^q^q  j^  question  was  giveu  by  Salter,  and  by  Green, 
be  dear  and  the  defendant,  as  his  surety.  In  order  to  take  the 
explicit-  case  out  of  the  statute,  the  plaintiff  relied  princi- 

pally  on  the  fact,  that  on  the  19th  of  February 
1810,  a  checque  had  been  paid  by  Hobne  and  WiU 
son,  to  Salter,  who  was  still  in  their  service,  and 
that  this  had  been  paid  in,  on  Holme*s,  the  plain- 
tiff's private  account ;  it  was  also  in  evidence,  that 
when  the  defendant  was  applied  to  for  payment  of 
tlie  note,  be  said  he  understood  that  it  had  been 

paid. 
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paid.     It  was  contended,  that  the  payment  of  the  1816. 

SOL  cheque  on  the  account  of  the  plaintiff,  must  Holmk  ' 

be  attributed  to  his  claim  upon  the  bill,  unless  it  v. 

could  be  shewn  by  the  defendant,  that  some  other  Greek. 
account  existed  between  the  parties. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  There  would  be  no 
such  thing  as  the  statute  of  limitations,  if  this  doc- 
trine were  to  prevail.  An  acknowledgement  to 
bind  a  partner,  ought  to  be  clear  and  distinct. 
This  would  be  an  extravagant  extension  of  the 
case  of  Whitcomb  v.  Whiting,  (a)  Unless  there  be 
an  express  and  unequivocal  acknowledgement  of  an 
existing  debt  by  one  partner,  it  will  not  bind  the 
other.  To  admit  evidence  to  shew  to  what  particular 
account  a  payment  related  so  as  to  make  it  operate 
as  an  acknowledgement,  would  be  attended  with 
all  the  difficulty  and  mischief  of  opening  and  un- 
settling complicated  accounts.  If  this  were  to  be 
admitted,  it  would  operate  as  a  recipe  for  taking  a 
case  out  of  the  statute,  by  means  of  obscure  and 
unsatisfactory  evidence.  I  shall  certainly  intimate 
to  the  jury,  that  this  is  not  enough  to  take  the  case 
out  of  the  statute. 

His  Lordship  advised  the  jury  accordingly,  and 
they  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 

Gumey  and  Walton  for  the  plaintiff. 
Scarlett  and  Spankie  for  the  defendant. 


(a)  Doug.  6s%^ 
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V       ^  '    ^  Campbell  r.  Thompson. 

Wednesday) 
Dec*  i8th.    > 

A  having  ship.  ^|^HIS  wos  an  action  of  speci^d  assumpsit  for  not 
p«dg<»d» on  iiuiemnifying  the  plaintiff  against  a  bill  of  ex- 

td  which  is  ctiunge  accepted  by  him  under  the  following  cir- 
driTen  into  a     cumstances ;  — 

foreign  port  by 
stress  of  wea- 
ther, part  of         The  plaintiff  had  shipped  goods  on  board  a  ves* 

si^bydbe  "  ^^»  which,  by  stress  of  weather,  was  driven  into  the 
captain  to  de-  port  of  Hali/ax.  Part  of  these  goods  (without  any 
**^ ^ofre-  ^^S^^*^  necessity)  had  been  sold  there  by  the  cap- 
pairing  the  ves-  tain,  in  order  to  defray  the  expences  of  repairing 

"^ded^deTct  '^^  ®^*P*  ^^^^^^  '^^  vcssel  was  engaged  in  this 
horn  the  de-  voyage,  Metcalfe^  the  owner,  made  an  assignment 
f^  Aesum  ^^  ^^^  freight  to  the  defendant.  On  the  ship's 
for  which  the  arrival  in  the  port  of  London^  the  defendant  re- 
goods  have  fused  to  deliver  to  the  plaintiff  the  residue  of  his 
AndthedrT  goods,  unlcss  he  paid  freight  for  the  whole.  The 
cumtUBce  of  plaintiff  insisting  that  he  had  a  right  to  set  off  the 
having^^iri^  sum  for  which  the  goods  had  been  sold  against  the 
the  voyage,  demand  for  freight,  an  agreement  was  mutually 
fiSSt  toz  entered  into,  by  which  the  plaintiff  agieed  to  pay 
third  person,  the  freight  of  the  goods,  per  JVilliam^  when  it 
iMics^no  dif.  gj^Qyj  J  bccome  due,  and  agreed  also  to  accept  a  bill 
The  master  for  the  amount ;  the  defendant  engaging  to  indem- 
nlt  ^as^^  in  "^^  *^^  plaintiff,  in  case  it  should  appear  between . 
seUing  any  part  that  time  and  the  time  when  freight  should  become 

of  the  caigo  for 

the  repairs  of  the  ship  in  a  foreign  port,  except  in  cases  of  urgent  necessity. 

due^^ 
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due,  that  the  plaintiff  had  any  claim  for  deduction.       1816. 
The  action  was  founded  upon  a  breach  of.  this    q^^ 


PBELL 


undertaking.  v. 

Thompson. 

It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 
that  the  paptain  had  a  right  to  sell  a  part  of  the  cargo 
for  the  purpose  of  repairs  ;  and  that  assuming  that 
the  selling  the  goods  amounted  to  a  tort,  it  was  not 
competent  to  the  plaintiff  to  waive  the  tort,  so  as  to 
set-off  the  amount  for  which  the  goods  were  sold : 
that  at  all  events  such  a  set-off  could  not  be  sup- 
ported against  the  defendants,  who  were  assignees 
of  the  freight  for  a  valuable  consideration. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  I  am  clearly  of  opinion 
that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  set-off  the  sum  for 
which  the  goods  were  sold.  The  defendant  could 
not  stand  in  a  better  situation  than  Metcal/e,  the 
owner  of  the  ship.  The  plaintiff  would  not  have 
been  bound  to  bring  trover  against  him,  but  might 
have  waived  the  tort,  and  brought  an  action  for  the 
money  for  which  the  goods  were  sold,  which  was  ob- 
viously the  subject  of  a  set-off.  I  desire  that  it  may 
not  go  abroad,  that  the  master  (as  lias  been  con- 
tended) has  any  right  to  dispose  of  goods  on  board 
his  ship,  except  indeed  in  cases  of  urgent  neces- 
sity, (fl)  There  is  a  tenuity  of  authority  on  this 
subject,  but  this  has  been  so  decided  in  a  case 
which  was  tried  before  C.  J.  Eyre. 


(a)  See  Abbott  on  Sbipplng^  part  iii.  c.  3.  /•  zo.  and  the  case  of  the 
Gratudint  MazzoUij  3  Rob.  A.  R.  240^ 

'         Upon 
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1816.  Upon  being  requested  to  save  the  question  for 

^^  ^  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  his  Lordship  said,  that 

V.         both  the  justice  of  the  case,  and  the  rule  of  law, 

Thompson,   conspired  to  the  same  point,  and  that  to  save  the 

question  would  imply  that  he  entertained  doubts 
upon  it. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

GarroWy  A.  G.,    Scarlet^    and    Ross   for  the 
plaintiff. 

Gumey  and  Richardson  for  the  defendant. 


In  the  ensuing  term  Gumey  moved  for  a  rule  to 
shew  cause  why  there  should  not  be  a  new  trial.  He 
contended  that  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  resort  to 
his  action  to  recover  damages  for  the  unascertained 
value  for  which  the  goods  might  have  been  sold  had 
they  reached  the  place  of  destination ;  and  he  cited 
the  case  of  Alers  and  Others  v.  ToUn  and  Others, 
Abhottj  343.  Sd  ed.  and  that  since  the  damage  had 
hot  been  ascertained  before  the  freight  became  due, 
there  had  been  no*  breach  of  the  undertaking  to. 
indemnify.  — 

But  the  Court  held  that  this  was  not  a  case  of 
unascertained  damage,  since  the  only  question  was 
as  to  the  value  of  the  goods,  the  plaintiff  being  en- 
titled to  deduct  as  much  as  the  goods  were  worth 
at  the  time  of  sale^    and  that  since  the  facts 

which 
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which  entitled  the  plaintiff  to  claim  a  deduction       1816. 
existed  before  the  freight  became  due,  and  the  T — v-~~ 
plaintiff  did  not  insist  upon  any  new  ground  of         v. 
claim,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  retain  his  verdict.    Thompson. 

Rule  refused. 


Jones  v.  Boyce.  Friday, 

Dec.  aoth. 

'J'^HIS  was  an  action  on  the  case  against  the  if  through  the 

defendant,    a  coach  proprietor,  for  so  negli-  ^j!^^* 
gently  conducting  the  coach^  that  the  plaintiff,  an  pnetor,  in 
outside  passenger,  was  obliged  to  jump  off  the  "^g^f***^?^® 

*  c?'  o  J   ^    ^  provide  proper 

coach,    in  consequence    of  which  his    leg   was  means  of  coiv- 

broken.  veyance,  a  pas- 

senger  be 
placed  in  so 

It  appeared  that  soon  after  the  coach  had  set  off  perilous  a  situ- 

^  .  ^,  ,.  •     i_      1  1      "  /»  ation  as  to  ren- 

from  an  inn,  the  coupling  rein  broke,  and  one  of  jer  it  prudent 
the  leaders  being  ungovernable,  whilst  the  coach  for  him  to  leap 
was  on  a  descent,  the  coachman  drew  the  coach  to  ^^by^  ' 
one  side  of  the  road,  where  it  came  in  contact  with  leg  is  broken, 
some  piles,  one  of  which  it  broke,  and  afterwards  ^q  ^^^^^^^ 
the  wheel  was  stopped  by  a  post.     Evidence  was  sponsible  in 
adduced  to  shew  that  the  coupling  rein  was  de-  f^^J^^f^bg^ 
fective,  and  that  the  breaking  of  the  rein  had  ren-  coach  wzb  not 
dered  it  necessary  for  the  coachman  to  drive  to  the  actually  over- 
side of  the  road  in  order  to  stop  the  career  of  the 
horses.     Some  of  the  witnesses   stated  that  the 
wheel  was  forced  against  tlie  post  with  great  vio- 
voL.  1.  L  L  lence  j 


BOYC£. 
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^^^-  lence;  and  one  of  the  witnesses  stated,  that  at 
Jones  ^^^^  ^^^^  t^®  plakitiff,  who  had  before  been  seated 
V.  on  the  back  part  of  the  coach,  was  jerked  forwards 
in  consequence  of  the  concussion,  and  that  one  of 
the  wheels  was  elevated  to  the  height  of  eighteen 
or  twenty  inches ;  but  whether  the  plaintiff  jumped 
off,  or  was  jerked  off,  he  could  not  say.  A  witness 
also  said,  I  should  have  jumped  down  had  I  been 
in  his  (the  plaintiff's)  place,  as  the  best  means  of 
avoiding  the  danger.  The  coach  was  not  over- 
turned, but  the  plaintiff  was  immediately  after- 
wards seen  lying  on  the  road  with  his  leg  broken, 
the  bone  having  been  protruded  through  the  boot. 

Upon  this  evidence,  Lord  Ellenborough  was 
of  opinion,  that  there  was  a  case  to  go  to  the  jury, 
and  a  considerable  mass  of  evidence  was  then  ad- 
duced, tending  to  shew  that  there  was  no  necessity 
for  the  plaintiff  to  jump  off. 

Lord  Ellenborough,  in  his  address  to  the  jury, 
said,  —  This  case  presents  two  questions  for  your 
consideration  ;  first,  whether  the  proprietor  of  the 
coach  was  guilty  of  any  default  in  omitting  to  pro- 
vide  the  safe  and  proper  means  of  conveyance,  and 
if  you  should  be  of  that  opinion,  the  second  ques- 
tion for  your  consideration  will  be,  whether  that 
default  was  conducive  to  the  injury  which  the 
plaintiff  has  sustained  j  for  if  it  was  not  so  far  con- 
ducive as  to  create  such  a  reasonable  degree  of 
alarm  and  apprehension  in  the  mind  of  the  plaintiff^ 
as  rendered  it  necessary  for  liim  to  jump  down  from 

the 
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the  coach  in  order  to  avoid  immediate  danger,  the  1816. 
action  is  not  maintainable.  To  enable  the  plaintiff  jones 
to  sustain  the  action,   it  is  not  necessary  that  he  v. 

should  have  been  thrown  off  the  coach  ;  it  is  Boyce. 
sufficient  if  he  was  placed  by  the  misconduct  of  the 
defendant  in  such  a  situation  as  obliged  him  to 
adopt  the  alternative  of  a  dangerous  leap,  or  to 
remain  at  certain  peril ;  if  that  position  was  occa- 
sioned by  the  default  of  the  defendant,  the  action 
may  be  supported.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the 
plaintiff's  act  resulted  from  a  rash  apprehension  of 
danger,  which  did  not  exist,  and  the  injury  which 
he  sustained  is  to  be  attributed  to  rashness  and  im- 
prudence,,  he  is  not  entitled  to  recover.  The 
question  is,  whether  he  was  placed  in  such  a 
situation  as  to  render  what  he  did  a  prudent  pre- 
caution, for  the  purpose  of  self-preservation.  — 
His  Lordship,  after  recapitulating  the  facts,  and 
commenting  upon  them,  and  particularly  on  the 
circumstance  of  the  rein  being  defective,  added :  — 
If  the  defect  in  the  rein  was  not  the  constituent 
cause  of  the  injury,  the  plaintiff  will  not  be  en- 
titled to  your  verdict.  Therefore  it  is  for  your 
consideration,  w^hether  the  plaintiff's  act  was  the 
measure  of  an  unreasonably  alarmed  mind,  or  such 
as  a  reasonable  and  prudent  mind  would  have 
adopted.  If  I  place  a  man  in  such  a  situation 
that  he  must  adopt  a  perilous  alternative,  I  am 
responsible  for  the  consequences ;  if,  therefore, 
you  should  be  of  opinion,  that  the  reins  were 
defective,  did  this  circumstance  create  a  necessity 
for  what  he  did,  and  did  he  use  proper  caution 

L  L  ^  and 
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1816.       and  prudence  in  extricating  himself  from  the  ap« 

^  -  ^  pareiitly  impending  peril.      If  you  are  of  fliat 

V.         opinion,  then,  since  the  original  fault  was  in  the 

BoYCE.  proprietor,  he  is  liable  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  in- 
jury which  his  misconduct  has  occasioned.  This 
is  the  first  case  of  the  kind  which  I  recollect  to 
have  occurred.  A  coach  proprietor  certainly  is 
not  to  be  responsible  for^the  rashness  and  impru- 
dence of  a  passenger ;  it  must  appear  that  there 
existed  a  reasonable  cause  for  alarm. 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  — • 
Damages  300/. 

Garroxfif  A.  G.,  and  V.  Lowes  for  the  plaintiff. 

Topmng,  Scarlett,  and  Esjpinasse  for  the  de- 
fendant. 


Sjme  day-  Olivierson  V.  CoLES  and  Others. 

An  agreement  htHIS  was  ap  action  on  a  special  undertaking 
omnium  to^bc  ^^  Consideration  that  the  plaintiff  would  sell 
replaced  in       out  Omnium  to  the  amount  of  2000/.,  to  replace 

WwraU  "^      *^^  ^^^^  ^"  stock,  or  to  give  the  plaintiff  the 

current  price  for  it  if  he  required  it. 

Ob 
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On  the  part  of  the  defendants  it  was  objected,       1816. 
that  the  contract  was  illegal,  since  it  amounted  to  ouvierson 
an  agreement  to  replace  stock  in  consideration  of         v. 
selling  out  omnium,   which   was  not  stock,  and   andOtSrs. 
which    might   never  eventually    become    stock; 
since  if  default  were  to  be  made  in  one  payment, 
the  previous  payments  would  all  become  forfeited, 
and  therefore  whether  omnium  might  eventually 
become  stock  rested  upon  a  contingency. 

Lord  Ellenbouough.  —  A  person  who  has 
omnium  is  potentially  in  possession  of  stock. 
The  case  certainly  differs  from  that  of  a  sale  of 
actually  existing  stock,  but  it  does  not  come  within 
the  mischief  intended  to  be  guarded  against  by  Sir 
John  BemarcTs  Act.  Do  not  consider  me  as  en- 
tertaining  any  doubt  upon  the  subject ;  but  if  you 
wish  to  have  the  point  considered  you  may  (a). 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff 

Marryatt^  Gumey^  and  Tindal  for  the  plaintiff. 

GarroWf  A.  G.,  and  Parke  for  the  defendants. 


(a)  The  pobt  wit  not  moved.  -~  See  Brown  v.  Turnerf  %  Esp.  63 1. 
where  omnium  was  held  by  Lord  Kenjon  to  be  ttock  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Stock-jobbing  act,  lee  the  statute  7  G.  %.  e.  8. 


L  L  S 
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* f  Aldridge  v.  Bell, 

Same  day. 

An  insured  ^HIS  was  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance 
at  the  port  of  upon  the  ship  lAon^  at  and  from  Ferrol  \x> 

KinsaU  on  the  London.        _^ 

a4th  of  JVb-  ~~" 

vember ;  on 

the  14th  of  One  question  was,    Whether  an  abandonment 

sepc^  survey  ^^^  been  made  in  time.  The  Lion  arrived  at 
is  had,  when  it  Ktnsale  orTthe  24th  of  November*  The  cargo 
ihIr]J.!fcLf  was  taken  out  on  the  1st  of  December,  and  a 
the  repairs  ^iii  survcy  was  had  ou  the  2d,  and  also  another  on 

v^^u^tf^ihc  ^^^  ^**'^  ^^  December,  when  it  was  found  that  the 
ship,  notice  of  repairs  would  exceed  the  value  of  the  ship.  The 
abandonment     coursc   of  Communication  between    Kinsale  and 

to  the  msurers 

ini^nJonon  Lofidon,  whcrc  the  insurers  resided,  was  usually 
the  6th  of       f^yj,  Qj.  fiyg  days.     The  uoticc  of  abandonment  was 

Jcmuarj  is  too      ,  .  , 

late.  given  on  the  6th  of  Jantiary. 

Lord  Ellenborough  held,  that  the  abandon- 
ment was  clearly  out  of  time. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  subject  to  the  question^ 
whether  30  per  cent,  was  sufficient  to  cover  a 
partial  loss. 

Scarlett  and  Littkdale  for  the  plaintiff. 

GarroWy 
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GarroWf  A.  G.,   and  Richardson  for    the    de- 
fendant. 


See  Mitebell  y.  Edie,  i  T.  R.  608.  Park  on  Imuranecy  tit.  Aban- 
doament.  Anderson  v.  The  Royal  Exchange  Assurance  Company^ 
7  East.  38.  Barker  v.  Biakesy  9  East.  283.  Note>  in  the  above  case 
iken  did  not  appear  to  have  been  such  a  Iocs  as  entitled  the  assured  t& 
abandon. 


v. 
Bell. 


Machell  and  Others  v.  Kinnear. 

'T'HIS  was  an  action  by  Machell^  Boucher ^  and  A  bill  of  ex- 
Birkbeck,      as    the    indorsees    of   a    biU   of'^^T^^^r 

the  direction  of 

exchange,  against  the  defendant  as  the  indorser.  the  payee,  in- 
dorsed in 

The  bill  in  question  was  dated  on  the  21st  of  livered  to  A, 
August  1815,  and  was  drawn  by  Corbet  on  GoldiCf  ^  *^^  ^^• 
for  the  payment  of  400/.,  six  months  after  date  ers,  on  the  ac^ 
to  his  own  order,  indorsed  by  Corbet  to  Kimear,  ^=0""*  o^  ^^e 
the  defendant,  and  indorsed  by  the  latter  in  blank,  joivent^  whkh 

is  vested  in 

The    principal    question   was,    whether  under  ^wiefi^of^is* 
the  circumstances,  such  a  right  had  been  trans-  creditors.    A 
ferred  to  the  plaintifls  as  entitled  them  to  sue  upon  2^^^^^  ^£ 

the  bill.  the  firm,  and 

also  trustees, 
cannot,  con- 

It  appeared  that  Machell  and  BozicJier  were  two  jointly  with  a 
of  the  partners  of  which  the  firm  of  Langton  and  ^^«*.^«tee, 

*  °  who  IS  not  a 

member  of  the 
firm,  maintain  an  action  against  the  indorser,  without  some  evidence  of  the  transfer  of  the 
l)ill  to  them  as  trustees  by  the  firm,  by  delivery  or  otherwise. 

L  L  4  Co. 
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1816. 


Machell 
and  Others 

KiNNEAR. 


Co.  consisted.  Machell^  Boucher^  and  Birkbeckf 
the  three  plaintiffs,  were  the  trustees  of  the  estate 
of  Holder,  an  insolvent,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
creditors,  Birkbeck  not  being  a  member  of  the 
firm  of  Langton  and  Co.  The  defendant  being 
indebted  to  the  estate  of  Holder^  transmitted  the 
bill  in  question  to  his  clerk  in  Liverpoolf  with 
directions  to  deliver  it  to  Langton  and  Co.  on  the 
account  of  Holder^s  estate,  and  either  to  indorse 
it,  or  to  give  them  a  letter  of  guarantee  to  secure 
the  payment.  The  clerk  accordingly  indorsed  it 
in  blank,  and  delivered  it  to  Langton  and  Co. 

Garrow,  A.  G.,  for  the  defendant,  objected,  that 
it  was  not  competent  to  two  of  the  firm  of  Langton 
and  Co.,  to  associate  with  themselves  a  third  per- 
son, who  was  a  stranger,  for  the  purpose  of  bring- 
ing an  action  on  the  bill,  without  shewing  that  the 
bill  had  been  transferred  hy  Langton  and  Co.  to  the 
plaintiffs  thus  associated. 

Marryat  for  the  plaintiffi  contended,  that  since 
the  bill  had  been  indorsed  in  blank,  it  was  compe- 
tent to  any  number  of  persons  to  associate  together 
for  the  purpose  of  bringing  an  action ;  and  he  cited 
the  case  of  Ord  and  Others,  v.  Portal^  3  Ckimp.  239 ; 
where  it  was  held,  that  an  indorsement  in  blank 
conveyed  a  joint  right  of  action  to  as  many  as 
agreed  to  sue  upon  the  bill. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  The  bill  having  been 
indorsed,  and  delivered  to  Langton  and  Co.,  ac- 

4  cording 
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cording  to  Kirmear^s  direction,  Langton  and  Co. 
had  authority  to  appropriate  it.  Since  it  was  paid 
to  them  on  account  of  Holder^s  estate,  if  they  had 
received  the  amount,  it  would  have  been  money 
had  and  received  by  them  on  account  of  the  estate ; 
but  the  evidence  as  it  stands,  proves  the  interest  in 
the  bill  to  be  in  Langton  and  Co.  It  would  be  suf- 
ficient to  prove  that  Langton  and  Co.  consented  to 
appropriate  the  bill  to  the  three  plaintiffs  as  trus- 
tees. If  Langton  and  Co.  had  indorsed  it  to  the 
plaintiffs,  the  right  to  sue  would  have  been  clear, 
or  they  might  have  transferred  the  right  by  a  de- 
livery of  the  bill ;  but,  without  some  evidence  of 
this  kind,  the  right  to  sue  still  remains  in  Langton 
and  Co.  Had  it  not  been  for  the  evidence  of  the 
particular  transfer  to  Langton  and  Co.,  an  indorse- 
ment in  blank  might  have  entitled  the  parties  who 
bring  the  action  to  recover. 

Plainti£&  nonsuited. 
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Macheix 
and  Others 

KUINEAR. 


Marry  at  and  Chitty  for  the  plaintiffi. 
Garrow,  A.  G.,  and  Sjpankie  for  the  defendant 
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1816.  Snow  t^.  Allen. 

ihf2       T^^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^'^^  ^"  ''^^  ^^^^^  ^^^  maliciously 
under  what  he  and  wlthout  any  reasonable  or  probable  cause, 

conceives  to  be  ^^j^gt  out  a  Writ  of  testatum  capias  ad  satisfaciendum 

sound  advice*  i         i    •      •«.  i  • 

takes  the  de-  agamst  the  plaintiff;  upon  which  he  was  arrested, 
fcndant  in  exe-  ^^  J  detained  in  prison,  until,  &c. 

cution,  after  he  ^ 

has   taken  the 

di^ndant's  ^  appeared,  that  in  Easter  term  1807,  the  de- 

tion,  is  not  li'a-  feudaut,  who  was  a  tailor,  commenced  an  action 
We  to  an  action  agaiust  the  plaintiff,  in  which  he  obtained  judgment 

for  maliciously 

arresting  the  in  Michoelmas  term  1809,  for  the  debt  and  costs.  — 
^rt^^'  ^'  ^^^  plaintiff,  being  then  absent  from  England,  the 
vious  to  the  defendant  proceeded  to  judgment  against  Raymond, 
arrest,  he  had  Snow,  and  Mitchell^  the  plaintifl**s  bail,  and  took 
defendantThat^  them  in  exccutiou.  In  November  1813,  thedefend- 
hts  proceeding  ant  sucd  outa  capias  ad  satisfaciendum^  anda  testatum 
^**   *^  '       ca.  sa.  against  the  plaintifl)  on  the  latter  of  which 

he  was  arrested. 

The  plaintiff's  attorney,  previous  to  the  arrest, 
gave  notice  to  the  defendant's  attorney,  that  it  was 
irregular  to  proceed  against  the  plaintiff,  after  taking 
his  bail  in  execution. 

The  defendant's  attorney,  however,  relying  on 
Higgins^s  case  (a),  and  an  opinion  of  a  special 


(a)  Cro.  J.  320.     %  Bidit*^%.     xo  Ftiu  Abr*$^%^ 

pleader. 
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pleader,  persisted   in   his  course  of   proceeding  1816. 

against  the  plaintiff;  and  he  was  detained  in  cus-  «  -  ^    * 
tody  till  Hilary  term  1814,  when   the  Court   of         v. 

King's  Bench  made  the  rule  absolute  for  his  dis-  Allen. 
charge,  {a) 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  How  can  it  be  con- 
tended here,  that  the  defendant  acted  malicioush/, 
he  acted  ignorantly. 

Garrow^  A.  G.  He  proceeded  to  arrest,  after 
full  notice  of  the  irregularity  of  his  proceedings. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  But  he  was  acting  un- 
der, what  he  thought,  was  good  advice  ;  it  was  un- 
fortunate that  the  attorney  was  misled  by  Higgins's 
case  ;  but  unless  you  can  shew  that  the  defendant 
was  actuated  by  some  purposed  malice,  the  plain- 
tiff cannot  recover. 

The  plaintiff  being  unable  to  carry  the  case  fur- 
ther, was  nonsuited. 

Garrow,  A.  G.,  and  Deacon  for  the  plaintifil 
Scarlett  and  Gaselee  for  the  defendant. 


(a)  See  the  case,  %  Mauh  &  Selavjfif  341. 
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1816. 

\',^  Bridge  v,  WAiii. 

Monaxft 
Dec.  aad. 

Goods  sold  are  HTHIS  was  an  action  of  Special  assumpsit. 

described  in  the    -^ 
inyoice,  as 
jcarlet  cut- 

tingjy^yrzr-  The  declaration  alleged,  a  purchase  by  the 
Mm^  that  plaintiff  from  the  defendant,  of  scarlet  cuttings,  to 
the  goods  an-    the  amouut  of  904/.  and  all  the  counts,  except  the 

J^^  m«-.  ^^^^^  ^"^  ^^*'  count,  alleged  a  special  warranty  by 

cantiie  de-  the  defendant,  that  the  scarlet  cuttings  were  of  a 

MrUt^cul  merchantable  quality  j  the  sixth  count  alleged  an 

tings.  undertaking  that  they  were  scarlet  cuttings. 

In  an  action 
of  assumpsit  it         _.  -i    -  •  i  i  i 

is  alleged  as  a  It  appeared  m  evidence,  that  scarlet  cuttings 

^^^^»  ^J^  consisted  of  small  pieces  of  scarlet  doth,  in  which 

»oid*anf  de-  the  Eugtisk  dealt  with  the  Chinese  to  a  consideral)le 

Uvered  to  the  extent.     It  was  also  proved,  that  scarlet  cuttings, 

Jlarrant'e<rto  Were  understood,  in  the  market,  to  mean,  cuttings 

be  scariet  cut-  of  cloth  ouly,  without  any  admixture  of  serge  or 

^Sllt^in^  other  materials,  and  that  the  article  sold  to  the 

per  quod,  they  plaintiff  did  coutaiu  a  quantity  of  serge,  and  that 
^!^!!T^r !«!«.  a  part  consisted  of  mere   shreds  of  cloth  much 

were  ot  no  use       ' 

or  value  to  the  smaller  than  those  usually  sent,  and  that  goods  of 
^b^^  u^!  *^^*  description  would  be  very  unprofitable,  if  not 
tided,  without  whoUy  Unsaleable  in  China^  and  that  a  sale  of  such, 
anyjfuxther  without  examination,  might  prove  very  detrimental 
tpectaidamage,  to  the  trader,  who  would  afterwards  be  regarded 

to  recover  as 

much  as  the  goods  would  have  been  worth  to  him  had  the  contract  been  CuthfuDy  per- 
formed by  the  defendant. 

with 


Wain. 
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with  great  suspicion  in  the  Chinese  market.    No  IB  16. 

special  warranty  was  proved,  but  it  appeared,  that  Bmidob 
in  the  bill  of  parcels,  the  goods  were  described  as 
scarlet  cuttings. 

Upon  its  being  objected  that  no  warranty  had 
been  proved,  — 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  If  they  were  sold  by 
the  name  of  scarlet  cuttings,  and  were  so  described 
in  the  invoice,  an  undertaking  that  they  were  such 
must  be  inferred.  To  satisfy  an  allegation,  that 
they  were  warranted  to  be  of  any  particular  qua- 
lity, proof  must  be  given  of  such  a  warranty,  but 
a  warranty  is  implied  that  they  were  that  for  which 
they  were  sold. 

Scarlett  afterwards  addressed  the  jury  on  the 
subject  of  damages;  he  also  submitted  to  the 
Court,  that  since  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  on 
any  count  except  the  sixth,  since  all  the  others 
alleged  an  express  warranty,  and  since  the  breach  al- 
legedin  the  sixth  count,  was  merely  that  "they  were 
"  not  scarlet  cuttings,  but  shreds,  serges,  &c.  and 
"  became  and  were  of  no  use  or  value  to  the  said 
*<  plaintiff  **  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  re- 
cover any  special  damage  whatever,  no  special  da« 
mage  having  been  alleged  in  the  sixth  count,  and 
that  he  could  not  recover  more  than  the  mere  dif- 
ference in  value  between  the  article  delivered,  and 
that  contracted  for  without  reference  to  any  specific 

and 
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1816.       and  particular  loss  resulting  from  the  loss  of  sale  in 
Bbiikje     C%»^- 


v. 

Wain. 


Lord  Ellenborough  (to  the  jury).  —  The  diflS- 
culty  in  this  case,  consists,  in  ascertaining  the  da- 
mages sustained  by  the  plaintiff,  in  consequence  of 
his  not  having  been  furnished  with  proper  scarlet 
cuttings  ;  we  have  no  account  of  the  sum  actually 
produced  by  the  sales.  Under  the  words  of  the 
sixth  count,  that  they  were  of  no  use  or  value,  you 
are  to  consider,  the  effect  of  their  being  of  no  use 
or  value  in  China.  I  am  decidedly  of  opinion  that 
by  value,  is  to  be  understood,  the  value  which  the 
plaintiff*  would  have  received  had  the  defendant 
faithfully  performed  his  contract.  —  After  his  Lord- 
ship had  fully  commented  upon  all  the  facts  of  the 
case,  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff*  on 
the  sixth  count ;  damages  S501. 

Garrow,  A.  G.,  and  Campbell  for  the  plaintiff. 

Scarlett  and  V.  Laxces  for  the  defendant. 


In  the  ensuing  term,  Scarlett  moved  for  a  new 
trial,  on  the  ground  of  a  misdirection  by  his  Lord- 
ship, on  the  subject  of  damages,  but  the  Court  re- 
fused a  rule  to  shew  cause,  being  of  opinion  that 
the  plaintiff*  was  entitled  to  recover  under  the  sixth 
coant,  all  the  loss  which  he  had  sustained,  in  con- 
sequence of  not  having  in  China  those  goods  which 

the  defendant  had  undertaken  to  supply. 

12 
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Hopper  and  Others,  Assignees  of  Mowbray  and        I8I6. 
Others,  and  Mason  and  Others  v.  Richmond.      ^       ^     -' 

Same  day. 

T^HIS  was  an  action  by  the  assignees  of  Maw^  if  in  am  action 
brvjf,  HolUngworth,  and  WetherelU  who  had  ^L*l^^ 
been  declared  bankrupts,  conjointly  with  Mason  be  proved  that 
and  others,  who  had  been  in  partnership  with  the  *»  act  of  bank- 
three  bankrupts,  but  who  remained  solvent,  against  ^mSittrf  be. 
the  defendant,  James  Richmond^  on  a  promissory  ^^  5^«  fom- 
note  made  by  him,  and  indorsed  to  William  Rich-  ^'^m  bTl^ 
mondf  who  had  indorsed  it  over  to  the  firm  of  ficlent, 
Mowbray  and  Co.  '     f^^«^  '^ 

^  act  was  com- 

mitted so  ro- 

No  notice  havinir  been  riven  of  an  intention  to  ^^^^  '^?'* 

^  ^  the  comrais- 

dispute  the  bankruptcy,  the  depositions  were  read,  sion,  and  at 
from  which  it  appeared  that  W  etherell  (one  of  the  ^^^  * J^®- 
bankrupts,)  had  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  Londonxhziwi 
on  the  21st  of  Jutjfj  at  Doncaster,  the  commission  j^nowiedge  of 
bearing  dated  the  22d  of  July,  the  day  after.  Il^edL^i, 

at  the  time 

Tindal  for  the  defendant  objected,  that  this  act  ''?*?!!'* «"' 

J  '  ^  mission  was 

of  bankruptcy  could  not  support  the  commission,  sued  out. 
since  at  the  time  of  suing  out  the  commission,  this 
act  of  bankruptcy  could  not  have  been  known  in 
London. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  If  an  act  of  bankruptcy 
has  in  fact  been  committed  previous  to  the  suing 
out  of  the  commission,    I  shall  not  look  to  the 

time 
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Vm 
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time  in  which  the  news  of  that  act  would  reaoh 
London. 


By  the  terms  of  the  note  the  defendant  under- 
took  to  pay  legal  interest  on  demand* 

Lord  Ellenborough  held  that  this  must  mean 
from  the  date  of  the  note. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Scarlett  and  Richardson  for  the  plaintiffi. 

lindal  for  the  defendant. 


EVERTH    V.  TUKNO. 

"^HIS  was  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance  on 
ship  and  freight  at  and  from  Bovrdeaux  to 
LondoUf  with  a  warranty  that  she  should  carry 
British  and  French  licences,  loss  alledged  by  de- 
tention of  the  French  government. 


Stme  day. 

An  insured 
yttMid  !•  war- 
ranted to  carry 
a  French 
ticenccy  it  is 
not  sufficient 
to  shew  that 
the  captain  of 

the  vessel  in  18139  before  the  vessel  sailed  firom  Dantzic,  received  a  document  whkh 
purported  to  be  a  French  licence^  without  shewing  that  he  received  it  ftt>m  some  officer  or 
person  in  authority  under  the  French  government ;  but  proof  that  after  the  arrival  of  the 
vessel  at  Bourdeaux^  she  was  allowed  to  remain  there  for  upwards  of  a  month  after  an 
inspection  of  the  French  licence  and  other  documents  by  the  officer  of  the  French  govern- 
ipneat  b  prima  facte  e^dencc  that  the  document  is  geiiume. 

In 


TuNNO. 
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In  1813  the  vessel  sailed  from  Dantztc^  under  a  \^^S. 
licence  from  the.  French  government  («),  under  the  evehth 
authority  of  which  she  proceeded  from  Dantzic  to 
London.  After  taking  in  a  cargo  of  goods,  she 
sailed  for  BourdeatAx  (having  obtained  a  British 
licence)  and  went  up  the  river  to  the  town  of 
BourdeattXj  March  l6th,  1814:  whilst  the  vessel 
was  proceeding  up  the  river,  her  papers  were  seized 
by  officers  of  the  French  government,  but  they 
were  afterwards  returned,  and  the  vessel  sailed  up 
the  river,  and  afterwards  proceeded  to  take  in  her 
homeward  cargo.  On  the  25th  of  March  she  had 
discharged  her  ballast,  and  carpenters  were  em- 
ployed to  prepare  for  the  homeward  voyage,  when 
two  custom-house  officers  came  on  board,  and 
seized  the  French  licence,  and  on  the  26th  of  April 
orders  were  given  that  the  vessel  should  proceed 
further  up  the  river. 

In  proof  of  the  warranty  that  the  vessel  had  a 
French  licence,  the  plaintiff  relied  upon  evidence 
that  the  document  produced  (which  purported  to 
have  been  signed  by  Bonaparte^  and  countersigned 
by  his  minister)  had  been  received  by  the  captain 
from  the  owners  of  the  vessel  at  Dantzic.  It  was 
also  contended,  that  the  permitting  the  vessel  to 
remain  in  the  harbour,  and  to  proceed  without  mo- 
lestation in  providing  for  the  homeward  voyage 


{a)  A  special  case  was  made  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  K»  B. 
upon  the  construction  of  this  licence. 

VOL.  !•  MM  after 
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1816.      after  tlie  licence  had  been  inspected,  was  a  recog* 
EvERTH     iwtion  of  its  authority  by  the  French  government. 

Tu«Ho.  Lord  Ellbnbobough.  —  If  the  captain  had  re- 
ceived this  document  from  a  person  of  French 
authority  at  Dantzict  it  might  have  been  admissible 
on  that  ground,  because  it  is  probable  that  such  a 
document  would  have  been  transmitted  by  the 
French  government  to  some  person  in  authority  at 
Dantzici  but  it  is  not  sufficient  to  shew  that  it 
came  out  of  the  possession  of  the  owners.  Since, 
however,  the  French  government  had  possession  of 
the  papers  in  March,  and  no  obstruction  took  place 
tiU  tixe  26th  of  Aprilj  I  think  there  is  prima  facie 
evidence  that  the  document  is  genuine. 

Scarlett  for  the  defendant  afterwards  objected 
that  the  warranty  had  not  been  complied  with, 
since  within  the  space  of  twenty-four  hours  after 
ttie  arrival  of  the  vessel  within  the  port  of  Bour- 
deatix,  thQ  licence  had  been  taken  away ;  he  in- 
sisted that  the  warranty  ought  to  be  strictly  con- 
struedt  and  that  it  was  essential  that  the  licence 
should  have  been  under  the  dominion  of  the  owners 
when  the  policy  attached,  that  is  for  twenty-four 
hours  afte^  the  arrival  of  the  vessel. 

But  Lord  Ellenborough  expressed  a  decided 
opinion  that  the  policy  attached  the  moment  the 
vessel  arrived  within  the  port. 

7 
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Verdict  for  the  plaintifi^  subject  to  a  special  case      181 6. 
en  the  construction  of  the  French  licence. 

GarroWf  A.  G.,  and  Toddy  for  the  plaintiff. 

Scarlett^  Gwmey^  and  Marryatt  for    the    de* 
endant 


Rex  v.  Cohen.  Friday, 

Dec.  a7tlu 


TTHIS  was  an  indictment  for  perjury. 


The  indictment  contained  two  counts.     The  J^*^^^^ 
first  count  alleged,  that  on,  &c.  a  certain  cause  be-  ^m  be  aUtcd» 
tween  Thompsofi  and  Forman^  plaintiffs,  and  B.  «ni««*« 
Jacobs  the  defendant,  came  on  to  be  tried,  and  was  g^sted  acaxti- 
tried,  and  that  the  present  defendant,  Cohen,  was  ing  to  the  ttat. 
then  and  there  duly  sworn  to  give  evidence  between  ^^  „,  '5/  ^' 
the  said  parties.    That  it  became  a  material  ques-  And  therefbre 
tion  whether  a  bill  of  exchange,  shewn  to  the  aie^iiw^ 
defendant  had  been  drawn  and  signed  by  Ber-  joined,  a  tmi 
nard  Jacob,  the  drawer,  in  London.    The  perjury  ^*«»V'''^^ 

^     J     y    suggestion  oa. 

was  assigned  on  evidence  given  by  the  defendant  the  recoil 
that  he  saw  the  bill  of  exchange  drawn  and  signed  ^^'^^^^^  .**' 
in  London,  which  evidence  was  alleged  to  have  ^conse-' 
been  given  with  intent  to  injure  the  plaintiffs.  —      quentiy  no  per- 

^  >*  *■  jury  could  be 

assigned  upon 
any  false  eridenoe  given  at  such  trial. 

MM  2  The 
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The  second  count  alleged,  that  on,  &c.  a  certain 
issue,  before  then  duly  joined  between  the  parties, 
came  on  in  due  form  of  law  to  be  tried. 

It  appeared  that  Thompson  and  Forman  had 
brought  an  action  against  B&mard  Jacob,  as  the 
acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  purporting  to  have 
been  drawn  by  Bernard  Jacob  the  younger,  at 
Constantinoplef  in  favour  of  PlUltip  Phillip^  and  in- 
dorsed by  the  latter  to  the  plaintiffs. 

The  plaintiffs  declared,  in  Hilary  term  1815 :  on 
the  30th  of  April  1815  after  issue  had  been  joined, 
Thompson,  one  of  the  plaintiff,  died,  and  the  cause 
came  on  for  trial  on  the  10th  of  May,  no  sug- 
gestion having  been  entered  on  the  record  of 
Thompson's  death.  Cohen,  the  present  defendant, 
was  called  iipon  that  occasion,  as  a  witness  for  the 
plaintif!s,  and  he,  after  proving  the  signatures  of  the 
drawer  and  acceptor,  swore  that  he  saw  the  bill  in 
question  drawn,  and  signed  in  Lo7idon;  and  upon 
this  evidence,  the  plaintiffis  were  nonsuited,  and  upon 
this  also  the  present  charge  of  perjury  was  founded. 

Topping 2LndLawes,  for  the  defendant,  contended, 
that  the  indictment,  under  these  circumstances, 
could  not  be  supported.  The  cause  came  on  to  be 
tried,  on  the  10th  of  May  1815,  before  which  time 
the  co-plaintif]^  Thompson  had  died ;  but  the  cause 
had  proceeded  just  as  if  he  had  been  alive,  without 
any  suggestion  of  his  death  upon  the  record*    At 

2  common 
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common  law,  the  cause  abated  by  the  death  of  one  of  1816. 
the  parties.  For  though  an  opinion  once  existed,  j^^ 
that  where  an  action  had  been  brought  by  two  part-  v. 
ners,  it  did  not  abate  by  the  death  of  one  of  them ;  Cohiw. 
and,  although  that  was  the  opinion  of  a  very  learned 
person,  it  was  found  that  the  doctrine  could  not  be 
supported,  and  therefore  the  statute  of  William  was 
-framed  (a),  which  gave  authority  on  the  death  of 
one  being  suggested  on  the  record  to  the  Court  to 
proceed.  But  that,  since  the  death  had  not  been 
suggested  in  this  case,  the  proceedings  were  at  an 
end  by  the  death  of  one  of  the  plaintifis.  The  last 
general  return  day  was  on  the  5th  of  May^  the  term 
ended  on  the  8th,  and  the  cause  was  tried  on  the 
10th.  Then  as  to  the  allegation  on  the  record,  it 
was  clear,  that  the  oath  must  be  a  false  one,  taken 
in  the  course  of  some  judicial  proceeding,  but  by 
the  death,  the  cause  was  at  an  end  without  a  sug- 
gestion, according  to  the  statute  of  William.  On 
the  face  of  the  record,  it  was  alleged,  that  a  certain 
issue,  duly  joined  between  the  parties,  came  on 
in  due  form  of  law  to  be  tried,  and  was  in  due  fonn 
of  law  tried ;  but,  in  fact,  the  plaintiff  was  nonsuited, 
and  therefore  there  was  no  trial.  —  (Lord  Ellen- 


(«)  By  the  statute  8  and  9  i9^.  3.  or  action  shall  not  be  thereby 
€.  11.  i.  6.  it  it  enacted,  that  **  if  abated,  but  such  death  being  iug« 
there  be  two  or  more  plaintifis  or  getted  upon  the  record,  the  action 
defendants,  and  one  or  more  of  shall  proceed  at  the  suit  of  the  sur- 
diem  diey  if  the  cause  of  action  viving  plaintiff  or  plaiatiflf^  against 
sonrive  to  the  surviving  plaintiff  or  the  surviving  defendant  or  de- 
plaintiffs,  or  against  the  surviving  fendants/' 
defendant  or  defendants,  the  vrrit 

M  M  S  BOROUGH. 


Cohen. 
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18 16-  BOROUGH.  —  This  part  of  the  objection,  that  the 
jj^  trial  was  not  in  due  fonn  of  law,  is  the  least  te- 
V.  nable ;  the  trial  was  in  due  form  of  law,  since  the 
forms  of  law  were  observed.)  —  The  record  goes 
on  to  state,  that  the  defendant  was  examined 
on  the  part  of  William  Forman  and  William  Thjomp* 
soHj  who  was  then  dead,  and  it  is  alleged  that  he 
w^s  called  as  a  witness  for  ITiompson^  that  the  evi- 
dence was  given  with  intent  to  injure  the  parties, 
one  of  whom  was  dead :  in  order  to  proceed 
further,  a  suggestion  should  have  been  entered  ac- 
cording to  the  statute,  and  this  not  having  been 
done,  all  the  subsequent  proceedings  were  extra- 
judicial :  That  the  statute  of  William  made  the 
entry  of  a  suggestion  a  condition  precedent ;  if  a 
writ  of  error  had  been  brought  in  this  case,  the 
judgment  would  have  been  erroneous.  Supposing 
this  t6  have  been  the  case  of  a  sole  plaintiff,  would 
not  his  death  have  closed  all  the  proceedings  ? 

Gumey  and  Taddy  for  the  prosecution.  What 
might  have  been  the  case  of  a  sole  plaintiff,  is  not  to 
be  argued  now.  —  (Lord  Ellenborouoh.  —  But 
at  law,  the  death  of  one  is  as  fatal  as  the  death  of 
all,  if  not  aided  bythe  statute.  The  statute  says  "  but 
if  certain  things  be  done,"  and  these  have  not  been 
done  ;  I  am  struck  with  the  objection,  which  is  a 
grave  and  difficult  one.) — The  general  practice  13 
not  to  suggest  the  death  before  the  trial,  and  this 
affords  a  strong  presumption  as  to  the  intention 
and  meaning  of  the  statute.  The  oath  taken  by 
the  jury  is  to  decide  the  issue,    and  that  was 

joined 
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joined  between  the  parties  previous  to  the  death.  ,  ^^^^* 
The  second  count  is  free  from  the  variances  which 
have  been  objected,  since  that  count  states,  that 
the  issue,  before  then  joined  between  the  parties, 
came  on  in  due  form  of  ]aw  to  be  tried,  and  that 
tlie  defendant  was  than  duly  sworn  to  give  evidence. 
(Lord  Ellenborough.  —  The  second  count  is  well 
and  cautiously  introduced,  and  gets  rid  of  all 
the  objections,  except  that  founded  upon  the  ne- 
cessity of  a  suggestion,  under  the  statute.)  —  The 
want  of  a  suggestion  would  be  a  ground  for  a  writ 
of  error  in  fact,  but  would  not  abate  the  suit  alto- 
gether. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  suit  is  abated  by  the  death  of  a  co-plaintifi^ 
unless  a  suggestion  be  entered;  and  if  so,  since  the 
oath  was  taken  in  an  unauthorized  cause,  I  cannot 
say  that  the  swearing  amounts  to  perjury,  however 
I  may  regret  it.  I  look  to  the  statute  only,  the 
other  defects  are  cured  by  the  second  count.  I 
have  heard  the  arguments  on  both  sides ;  and  I 
am  of  opinion  that  the  suit  was  abated  at  the  time 
of  the  trial. 

The  defendant  was  accordingly  acquitted. 

Gumey  and  Toddy  for  the  prosecution. 

Topping  and  V.  Leaves  for  the  defendant. 


M  M   4 
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1816. 


Same  day. 

The  court 
will  not  grant 
t  new  trial  af- 
ter a  defendant 
has  been 
acquitted  upon 
an  indictmenty 
although  the 
acquittal  was 
founderl  upon 
a  misdirection 
by  the  judge. 


Rex  v.  Cohen  and  Jacob. 

^'HIS  was  an  indictment  against  the  defendants, 
for  a  conspiracy  to  defraud  Forman^  through 
the  medium  of  the  alleged  perjury  upon  which  the 
indictment  in  the  last  case  was  founded. 

The  first  count  stated  the  proceedings  in  the 
action  upon  the  bill  of  exchange ;  that  the  issue 
came  on  to  be  tried  in  due  form  of  law,  and  alleged 
a  conspiracy  between  the  present  defendants,  that 
Cofien  should  swear  upon  the  trial  that  he  saw  the 
bill  drawn  and  signed  by  Bernard  Jacob,  in  London. 
There  were  also  other  counts,  which  charged  a 
conspiracy  to  defraud  the  prosecutor  more  ge- 
nerally. 

Gumey,  in  opening  the  case  for  the  prosecution, 
admitted  that  the  same  objection  might  arise  as 
upon  the  former  indictment ;  but  proposed  to  pro- 
ceed, in  order  that  the  prosecutor  might  have  an 
opportunity  of  moving  for  a  new  trial,  and  sug- 
gested that  in  a  criminal  case,  a  new  trial  might 
be  granted  in  case  of  misdirection  by  the  Court. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  I  wish  that  you  could 
bring  the  case  before  the  Court;   but  I  do  not 
know  any  such  distinction  as  that  which  has  been 
suggested.    The  indictment  here  charges  a  con- 
spiracy 
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spiracy  to  effectuate  the  former  perjury,  and  I  fear       1816. 
that  the  same  result  would  take  place.  j^^ 


Upon   this  intimation   th?  prisoners  were  ac-      Cohbw 
quitted,  (a) 


V, 
>H] 

and  Jacob. 


(a)  See  R.  v.  Mawifj  and 
Othersy  6  T.  R,  619.  where  Lord 
Kenjon  says  ^*  In  misdemeanors 
there  is  no  authority  to  shew  that 
we  cannot  grant  a  new  trial  in  or- 
der that  the  guilt  or  innocence  of 
those  who  have  been  convicted 
may  be  again  examined  into." 

In  Micbatlnuu  Term^  57  C  3. 
a  motion  was  made  for  a  new  trial 
after  a  verdict  for  the  defendants, 
upon  an  indictment  for  the  non- 
repair of  an  highway,  which  had 
been  tried  at  the  preceding  assizes 
at  AppUbjy  cor.  Woody  Baron. 

Per  Curiam.  — -  The  general 
rule  is  not  to  grant  a  new  trial  on 
an  indictment  where  a  verdict  has 
been  found  for  the  defendant ;  and 
although  it  is  possible  that  the  rule 
might  be  relaxed  in  some  cases 
where  such  rights  would  other- 
wise be  compromised*  in  this  case 
there  is  no  such  necessity,  since  a 


new  indictment  may  be  found. 
Aind  see  Kex  v.  Marine  4  Maule  & 
Seiwyn,  357.  where  the  Court  re- 
fused a  new  trial  where  a  verdict 
had  been  found  for  the  defendant, 
upon  an  indictment  for  a  nuisance 
to  an  highway.  See  also  R*  t. 
Rtynelli  6  East,  3  if .  And  in  a  pe- 
nal action  a  new  trial  will  not  be 
granted  on  the  ground  that  the  ver- 
dict is  against  the  evidence,  BrooAjf 
q.  t.  V.  Middletonf  10  East,  a68«, 
aliten  where  there  has  been  a 
misdirection  by  the  judge;  {semble) 
per  Dampier,  J.»  4  Maule  &  Sel- 
wyn*  338.  But  in  case  of  an  in- 
dictment for  a  misdemeanor,  where 
a  doubtful  question  arises,  the 
Court  will  in  its  discretion  save  the 
point  for  consideration,  giving  the 
defendant  an  opportunity  in  case 
he  shall  be  convicted  to  move  to 
have  an  acquittal  entered.  See 
R,  V.  Gajb  and  Another,  supra. 
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,    ^^^^-    .  Rex  V.  Roper. 

Same  day. 

In  an  indict-  ^HIS  was  an  indictment  against  the  defendant 
w'itH^"  for  perjury,  alleged  to  have  been  committed  in 

alleged,  that  his  answcF  to  a  bill  of  discovery,  filed  against  him 
^^^j.  ^  in  the  Exchequer,  in  order  to  discover  whether  he 
Aberdeen^  and  had  not  had  noticc  of  the  loss  of  the  ship  Vigilante^ 
kA'^d*h  •  ^^  which  he  was  a  part-owner,  previous  to  the 
bm  in  the  Ex-  effecting  of  policies  of  insurance  upon  that  vessel 
chequer,  &c.    ^ud  her  caTgo,  to  a  very  large  amount. 

on  the  pro-  ^        ^ 

duction  of  the 

biu,  it  pur-  The  indictment  alleged,  (inter  alia)  That  Francis 

wiiof  J.c.  *  Cavendish  Aberdeen^  John  Banister  Hudson,  and 
Aberdeemnd.  scvcral  othcr  Underwriters,  (whose  names  were 
i$no"'ariMce,  Specified)  exhibited  their  bill  of  complaint,  &c. 
and  it  maybe  to  the  Right  Honourable  Spencer  Perceval,  Sir  A. 
STs^^^Ae  Macdonald,  Knight,  and  the  rest  of  the  Barons  of 
bill  of  Franch  His  Majcsty's  Court  of  Exchequer,  against  Robert 
^A^r^  jKqper,  &c. ;  and  after  setting  out  such  parts  of 
And  there  is     the  bill  as  Were  necessary,   added  as  appears  by 

l\th^h2er  *^  ^^^^  ^^^  *^- ^^^  ^ record. 

this  allegation, 

and  after  set-  Upon  the  production  of  the  bill  itself,  the  com. 
parts^of  the  plainants  on  the  face  of  the  bill  purported  to  be 
biu  as  are  nc-  j^  c.  Aberdeen,  J.  B.  Hudson,  &c. 

cessary,  the 
words  are 

added  «« as  ap-  Knowlys  for  the  defendant  objected,  that  this 
«ddbm^&^.  was  a  fatal  variance,  since  an  allegation  that 
fikdofre.  Froncis  Cavendish  Aberdeen  exhibited  a  bill  of 
^^"^•"  complaint^ 
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complaint,  could  not  be  satisfied  by  evidence  that 
J.  C.  Aberdeen  exhibited .  a  bill ;   and  if  in  fact 
Francis  Cavendish  Aberdeen  exhibited  his  bill  by         v. 
the  name  of  J.  C.  Aberdeen^  there  ought  to  have      Rop«r* 
been  an  allegation  to  that  effect  in  the  indict- 
ment. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  The  question  is,  whe- 
ther Francis  Cavendish  Aberdeen  did  exhibit  his 
bill  as  is  alleged  in  the  indictment.  The  usual 
mode  of  proving  such  an  allegation  is  by  the  produc- 
tion of  the  biU  in  which  the  real  name  of  the  com- 
plainant truly  appears ;  but  it  is  competent  to  the 
prosecutor  to  prove,  by  other  means,  the  allega- 
tion that  Francis  Cavendish  Aberdeen  did  in  fact 
exhibit  his  bill.  —  If  the  indictment  had  professed 
to  set  out  the  tenor  of  the  bill,  it  would  clearly 
have  been  a  variance. 

The  indictment  further  alleged,  that  afterwards, 
to  wit,  on,  &c.,  comes  the  said  Robert  Roper,  in 
his  own  proper  person,  and  exhibits  and  produces 
his  answer  to  the  aforesaid  bill  of  complaint. 

On  the  production  of  the  answer  it  was  entitled, 
"  The  answer  of  Robert  Roper  to  the  bill  of  com- 
plaint  of  /.  C.  Aberdeeny  &c.'' 

* 

Kmmlys  objected,  that  the  answer  produced, 
being  thus  entitled,  was  no  proof  of  the  allegation 
of  an  answer  by  the  defendant  to  a  bill  of  complaint 
by  Francis  Cavendish  Aberdeen. 

Garrw), 
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1816.  GarrfyoOj  A.  G.,  for  the  prosecution  Mswered^ 

j^^        that  since  it  had  been  proved  that  the  bill  of  com- 

V.         plaint  had    in    fa<^t  been  exhibited  by  Francis 

RopxR.     Cax)endish  Aberdeen^  and  the  other  underwriters, 

it  was  not  only  proper,  but  necessary,  to  allege 

that  the  defendant  exhibited  his  answer  to  the  bill 

of  Francis  Cavendish  Aberdeen. 

Lord  Ellenborough  over-ruled  the  objection. 

The  defendant  was  found  guilty. 

GarroWf  A,  G.,  Gumey^  and  Andrews  for  the 
prosecution. 

« 

Knowlys  and  V.  Lawes  for  the  defendant 


In  the  ensuing  term  Knowlys  moved  for  a  rule 
to  shew  cause,  why  there  should  not  be  a  new 
trial,  on  the  ground  that  without  an  averment  in 
the  indictment  that  Francis  Caoendish  Aberdeen 
exhibited  his  bill  by  the  name  of  J.  C.  Aberdeen^ 
it  was  not  competent  to  prove  that  he  did  so.  This 
he  contended,  would  be  to  admit  evidence  to  con- 
tradict  the  record  produced,  and  at  all  events  there 
was  a  variance,  since  the  indictment  alleged  that 
Francis  Cavendish  Aberdeen  exhibited  his  bill,  &c. 
as  appears  by  the  record^  &c. ;  whereas  that  did 
not  appear  by  the  record,  but  had  been  proved  by 
extrinsic  evidence. 

But 
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But  the  Court  were  of  opinion,  that  the  evidence       1816. 
to  shew  that  Francis  Cavendish  Aberdeen  did  in  fact        j^     ' 
exhibit  the  bill,  was  admissible,  and  that  the  words  v. 

as  appears  hy  the  record^  &c.  referred  to  the  last      R^o^m* 
antecedent,  and  could  not  be  considered  as  in- 
corporated .with   the  prefatory   allegation,    that 
Francis  Cavendish  Aberdeen  exhibited  his  bill. 

A  rule  nisi  was  however  granted  upon  another 
ground. 


Rex  t;.    HuCKS.  Satunky, 

Dec.  aSth. 

"Y^ HIS  was  an  indictment  against  the  defendant  in  an  indict- 
for  Perjuiy.  J^^^^*^ 

to  have  beea 

The  defendant  was  a  part-owner  of  the  ship  ^'^"„^,, 
Vigilante^  and  the  perjury  was  assigned  upon  an  answer  to  a  bill 
answer  by  the  defeAdant  to  a  bill  filed  in  the  ^  ^^T*^ 

*^  filedinthei^x- 

ciftqutTf  it  It 
alleged  that  the  bill  was  filed  on  a  day  specified.    The  day  is  not  material  where  it  Is  not 
alleged  as  part  of  the  record,  and  therefore  there  is  no  variance,  although  the  bill,  when 
produced*  is  found  to  be  entitled  generally  of  a  preceding  term. 

The  inspection  of  a  record  is  within  the  peculiar  pnmnce  of  the  Coiort,  and  therefore 
if  a  doubt  arise  as  to  any  word  upon  a  record,  the  Court,  and  not  the  Jury,  must  resolva 
that  doubt.  

Whethh"  a  declaration  made  by  a  person  in  articulo  mortu  be  receivable  or  not  in  e^- 
dence»  is  a  question  for  the  Court.  ._ 

In  an  assignment  of  perjury  it  is  alleged,  that  the  defendant,  at  the  time  of  effecting  a 
policy  of  insurance  purporting  to  have  been  under-written  by  A*  B,  C,  and  others,  on  a 
day  specified  well  knew,  &c.  on  producing  the  policy,  it  appears  that  A  underwrote 
the  policy  on  a  different  day,  the  defect  18  £ital,  although  it  appears  that  B,  C,  ace,,  did 
ttod^write  the  policy  on  that  day. 

Exchequer^ 
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1^^6'       Ercheqti^y  under  the  circumstances  stated  in  the 
^£2        last  case. 


V. 

■ 

HUCKS. 


The  indictment  alleged  that  the  bill  was  filed 
on  the  1st  day  of  December^  in  the  year  1807  ; 
but  on  the  production  of  the  bill,  it  appeared  to  be 
entitled  generally  of  the  preceding  Michaelmas 
Term^  as  is  the  practice  where  a  bill  is  filed  in  the 
interval  between  two  terms. 

On  the  objection  being  taken  that  this  was  a 
variance  — 

Lord  Ellenborough  over-ruled  it,  saying  that 
since  the  day  was  not  alleged  as  part  of  the  record, 
it  was  sufficient  to  prove  the  bill  filed  on  any  other 
day.  (a) 

A  doubt  occurred,  whether  a  word  in  the  record 
produced,  which  was  written  above  an  erasure,  was 
meeting  or  mutiny. 

Knoivlys  suggested,  that  this  was  a  question  for 
the  jury. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  I  think  it  is  not  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jury,  and  it  must  not  be  so  understood. 
The  inspection  of  a  record  is  within  the  peculiar 
province  of  the  Court.  —  I  am  as  jealous  of  the 


{a)  Set  Rojtalr*  Strattofif  i  H.  B.  49.  fTooJ/ordv.  AsbUy^  iCampb. 
193.  tnd  Treatise  on  Criminal  Pleadings^  343.  and  the  caaet  there  cited. 

rights 
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rights  of  Juries  as  of  those  of  the  Court ;  but  cer- 
tainly the  inspection  of  a  record  does  not  belong  to 
them.  In  this,  as  in  many  other  cases,  the  ques- 
tion is  exclusively  for  the  consideration  of  the 
Court;  as  for  instance,  where  a  declaration  has 
been  made  by  a  party  in  articulo  mortis^  whether 
under  all  the  surrounding  circumstances  the  de- 
claration is  admissible  in  evidence.  This  point 
was  considered  by  the  Judges  here,  on  a  question 
proposed  to  them  by  the  Judges  in  Ireland,  who 
entertained  doubts  upon  the  subject,  and  this  was 

their  unanimous  opinion,  (i) 

The 


1816. 
Rex 

V. 
HUCKS. 


{&)  So  whether  a  confession  made 
by  a  prisoner,  is  admissible  in  eri- 
dence,  or  is  to  be  excluded  on  ac- 
eount  of  any  previous  threat  or  pro- 
mise,  seems  also  to  be  a  question 
exclusively  for  the  consideration  of 
the  Court  —  And  it  seems  that  all 
questions,  as  to  the  competency 
of  witnesses  and  the  admissibility 
of  particular  evidence,  stand  upon 
the  same  foundation.  In  the  case 
of  Rex  V.  fVo^dcocky  Leach,  563. 
3d  ed.  the  prisoner  was  indicted 
for  the  wilful  mufder  of  his  wife, 
it  was  impossible,  from  the  time 
that  the  ^tal  wounds  were  in- 
flicted, that  she  could  live  long,  but 
although  she  retained  her  senses  to 
the  last  moment,  and  repeated  the 
circumstances  of  the  ill  usage  she 
had  received,  she  never  expressed 
any  apprehension,  or  seemed  sensi- 
ble of  her  approaching  dissolution. 
Lord  C.  B.  EjrCf  under  these 
okatnastances,  admitted  the  evi- 
dence, but  left  it  to  the  Jury  to 


consider  whether  the  deceased  was 
not  in  fact  under  the  apprehension 
of  death,  though  she  did  not  seem 
to  txpKX  immediate  dissolution,  and 
said,  that  if  they  were  of  opinion 
that  she  was,  then  the  declarations 
were  admissible.  —  But  that  if 
they  were  of  a  contrary  opinion, 
they  were  inadmissible.  — -  There 
was  however  in  this  case  very 
strong  evidence,  independent  of  the 
declaration  of  the  deceased  ;  but  it 
b  clearly  inconsistent  'wiih  prin- 
ciple to  leave  such  evidence  contin- 
gently to  a  jury  to  be  acted  upon 
or  to  be  rejected  according  to  their 
decision  upon  that  which  is  deariy  a 
matter  of  law.  Whether  the  deda- 
ration  of  a  person  in  extrem'u  is 
receivable  in  evidence  or  not,  de- 
pends upon  the  question,  whether 
the  awful  situation  in  which  the 
party  stood  did  not  render  his  de- 
claration equally  credible  with  a 
dedaratbn  made  under  the  sanction 
of  an  oath,  and  therefore  it  might 

as 
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1816.           The  assignments  of  perjury  were  alleged  in  this 
p^^        form :  whereas  in  truth  and  in  fact  the  said  de- 
V.         fendant,  at  the  time  of  effecting  the  said  policy, 
HucKs.      ^h^t  jg  ^Q  g^y^  a  certain  policy  of  insurance,  pur- 
porting to  have  been  underwritten  by Kite, 

by  his  agent  Meyers  on  the  13th  of  Atigustf 
1807,  &c.  (and  by  other  undei^writers  specified  in 
the  indictment),  well  knew,  &c. 

On  the  production  of  the  policy  it  appeared, 
that  it  had  been  underwritten  by  Meyer  for  Kite 
on  the  15th  of  August 

Upon  the  objection  that  the  allegation  was.  ma- 
terial, and  the  variance  fatal  — 

GarroWt  A.  G.^  and  Gurtiey  for  the  prosecution 
contended,  that  allowing  the  objection  its  greatest 
weight,  the  only  effect  was,  that  the  single  allega- 
tion of  the  subscription  by  Meyer^  would  remain 
disproved ;  but  that  enough  would  still  remain  to 
support  the  indictment,  which  alleged  the  sub- 
scription of  the  policy  by  many  other  persons  ; 
and  that  it  was  immaterial  whether  it  was  proved 
that  all  subscribed  or  not,  and  that  it  was  sufficient 
to  prove  that  some  of  those  subscribed,  who  were 
alleged  to  have  done  so,  —  But 


as  well  be  left  to  a  jury  to  say^  or  any  other  caoae^  from  giving 

whether  a    witness  ought  to  be  evidence  upon  oath>   as   whether 

swom»  or  whether  he  b  not  inca-  such  evidoice  of  a  person  in  ex» 

pacitated  by  ignorance  or  infiunyi  tremit  ought  to  be  received. 

•  Lord 
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Lord  Ellenborouoh  was  of  opinion,  that  since  I8I6. 
they  had  chosen  to  allege  a  fact  which  was  ma* 
terial  with  reference  to  the  knowledge  of  the  de« 
fendant,  it  was  necessary  to  prove  it,  and  that  in 
consequence  of  the  variance,  the  indictment  was 
disproved. 

The  prisoner  was  accordingly  acquitted. 

GarroWf  A.  G.,  Gumejf^  and  Andrews  for  the 
prosecution^ 

Knowbfs  and  V.  Lcewes  for  the  defendant. 


Cavan  and  Another  v.  Stewart*  MondAy, 

December  30. 

*J^HIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  brought  to  re-  j^  ^  colonial 
cover  a  balance  of  1441/.  3s.  as  money  had  court  poitess  a 
and  received  by  the  defendant  to  the  use  of  the  seal,  it  mu^  be 

**  •  r%  used  for  the 

plaintifis,  the  defendant  having  paid  into  Court  purpose  of  au- 

the  sum  of  1S85/.  19^.  9rf.  thenticating  a 

judgment  of 
the  courty  al- 

The  plaintiffs  were  West  India  merchants,  and  though  his  so 

,11.11  •     ji   ^    •  \_  •  J     much  worn  as 

estabushed  a  prtmd  facte  case,  by  provmg  an  ad-  ^^  j^^^  ^^ 
mission  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  of  his  having  nuke  any  im- 
received  on  their  account    in  the   West  Indies  ^"^A^hcre 
monies  to  the  amount  claimed.  is  not  bound  by 

a  colonial  judg« 
inenty  unless  it  appear  either  that  he  was  summonedy  or  it  be  proved  that  he  was  once  resi- 
dent within  the  jurisdiction ;  and  it  is  pot  sufficient  that  on  the  face  of  the  proceedings  he  is 
described  to  be  an  absentee. 

VOL.  !•  N  N  The 
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1816*         Tlie  defence  was,  that  this  balance  bad  been 

ca VAW     ^^ttoched  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant  by  a 

and  Another  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Judicature  in 

^    ^'         Jamaica^  upon  a  process  of  foreign  attachment,  on 

account  of  a  debt  due  from  the  piaintiffi  to  Bogle, 

HamUtonf  and  Scott  of  Jamaica. 

It  was  proposed  to  prove  the  judgment  in  the 
following  manner. 

First,  It  was  proposed  to  prove  by  a  certificate 
signed  by  the  Duke  of  Manchester,  the  governor 
of  the  island  to  which  the  great  seal  of  the  island 
was  appended,  that  William  BuUer  was  secretary 
of  the  island,  and  notary  public.  Secondly,  By  a 
certificate  under  the  hand  of  William  Btdler,  as 
such  notary  public,  that  F.  Smith,  Esquire,  who 
had  signed  and  sealed  the  copy  of  the  judgment 
annexed,  was  the  clerk  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Judicature  in  Jamaica.  Thirdly,  It  was  proposed  to 
read  a  document  which  purported  to  be  a  true 
copy  of  a  judgment  obtained  by  Bogle  and  Others 
against  Stewart,  as  the  garnishee  of  the  plaintiffs,  in 
the  sum  of  2096/1 ;  which  also  purported  to  have 
been  signed  and  sealed  by  Smith. 

The  documents  thus  attested  purported  to  be 
proceedings  in  the  Grand  Court  of  Judicature  in 
the  island  of  Jamaica.  They  recited  that  com- 
plaint had  been  made  by  Bogle  and  Others,  that 
James  and  Michael  Cavan  of  the  island  of  Barba- 
does,    merchants,    absentees  from  the  island   (of 

Jamaica^, 
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JoTnaicd)^  were  indebted  to  them  in  the  sum  of  li\6. 
5810/1  and  upwards  ;  and  that  the  said  James  and  cavan 
Michael  Cavan  were  then  off  that  island;  and  and  Another 
then  commanded  that  the  monies,  goods,  chattels,  ^  ^* 
or  debts  of  the  said  James  and  Michael  Cavan 
should  be  attached  in  the  hands  of  William  Stewart^ 
(the  defendant,)  or  of  those  of  any  other  person 
in  whose  hands  the  same  might  be  found,  and  that 
the  said  William  Stewart^  and  such  other  person^ 
&c«,  should-  be  summoned  to  shew  cause  why  the 
said  monies,  &c.  should  not  be  delivered  to  the 
complainants  on  their  giving  security  to  return  the 
same,  or  so  much  thereof  as  should  afterwards 
be  disproved.  Then  followed  an  entry  of  judg- 
ment by  default ;  and  an  assessment  of  the  damages 
sustained  by  Bogle  and  Co.,  the  complainants, 
and  also  of  the  attachable  sum  which  Stewart  as 
garnishee  then  had  in  his  hands.  The  award  of 
execution  then  followed,  and  the  return,  from 
which  it  appeared  that  the  sum  of  2096/.  and 
upwards  had  been  levied. 

It  appeared  that  there  was  a  seal  belonging  to 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Judicature  in  Jamaica^ 
which  was  so  much  worn  as  to  be  incapable  of 
making  any  impression ;  but  that  it  was  still 
occasionally  used  for  the  purpose  of  sealing  writs 
of  execution,  and  for  other  purposes ;  but  that  it 
had  never  been  used  for  the  attestation  or  exem* 
plification  of  judgments. 

NN  2  Lord 
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1816.  Lord  Ellen  borough.  —  Since  it  appears  that 

Cavan  there  is  a  seal  of  the  Court,  it  is  necessary  that  the 
and  Another  judgments  of  the  Court  should  be  authenticated 
g  ^  under  that  seal,  and  a  mere  certificate  without  the 
seal  is  inadmissible.  If  the  seal  had  been  so  worn 
as  to  be  no  longer  capable  of  making  an  im* 
pression,  another  ought  to  have  been  procured; 
till  then,  as  the  seal  of  the  Court,  it  ought  to  have 
been  used ;  and  it  appears  that  it  still  is  used  upon 
some  occasions.  The  question  is,  whether  a  mere 
certificate  is  sufiicient  to  authenticate  a  judgment, 
where  it  appears  that  the  Court  has  a  seal  which  is 
still  in  occasional  use.  Great  laxity  has  obtained 
of  late  with  respect  to  these  judgments ;  and  I  am 
of  opinion,  that  the  evidence  now  offered  is  in- 
sufficient. 

Jervis^  for  the  plainti£&,  objected  also  that  it  was 
incumbent  on  the  defendant  to  prove  that  the 
plaintiff  had  been  summoned,  or  at  least  to  shew 
that  they  had  once  been  upon  the  island,  for  until 
that  had  been  done,  they  could  not  be  considered 
as  absentees ;  and  it  seemed  contrary  to  the  plainest 
principles  of  justice  that  they  should  be  bound  by 
a  proceeding  to  which  they  were  from  want  oi 
notice  utter  strangers.  And  he  referred  to  the 
CZ&Q&  of  Fisher^  administratrix,  v.  Lane  and  Others, 
3  Wilson,  2d7^,  where  it  was  said  by  Chief 
Justice  De  Gret/^  that  a  custom  not  to  summon  or 
give  notice  to  a  defendant  of  a  suit  commenced 
against  him  was  contrary  to  the  first  principles  of 
justice }  and  that  the  twenty*seven  colonies  abroad 

might 
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might  make  any  law  agreeable  to  the  law  of  I8I6; 
England  and  to  the  principles  of  justices  but  that  cavan 
they  could  not  make  any  contrary  to  the  principles  and  Another 
of  justice.  He  also  cited  the  case  of  Buchanan  v.  stiwart 
Ruc/ceTf  9  Eastt  192m  in  which  it  was  held  that 
an  assumpsit  could  not  be  maintained  on  a 
judgment  obtained  by  default  in  one  of  the  colonies 
against  a  party,  who  on  the  face  of  the  pro- 
ceedings appeared  only  to  have  been  summoned 
by  nailing  up  a  copy  of  the  declaration  on  the 
door  of  the  court-house  of  the  colony ;  there  being 
no  evidence  to  shew  that  the  defendant  had  ever 
been  present  in  the  colony. 

GarraWf  A.  G.,  and  Scarlett  for  the  defendant^ 
contended  that  an  actual  summons  was  not 
necessary,  where  a  party,  having  once  been 
resident  in  the  colony,  had  afterwards  absented 
himself;  and  that  in  this  case  it  was  to  be  assumed 
that  the  plaintiffs  were  in  that  predicament,  since 
on  the  face  of  the  proceedings  they  were  deno- 
minated absentees.  They  also  attempted  to  dis- 
tinguish this  case  from  that  of  Buchanan  v.  Rucker, 
on  the  ground  that  the  process  here  was  against  the 
goods  only,  and  not  against  the  person.  And 
also  because  the  complainants,  Bogk  and  Co.,  had 
entered  into  a  bond  conditioned  for  the  restoration 
of  such  of  the  monies,  goods,,  &c.  as  should  be 
disproved. 

Lord  Ellenborough.  —  It  is  perfectly  clear 
on  every  principle  of  justice,  that  you  must  either 

N  N  3  prove 
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^^^^'       prove    that    the    party   was    summoned,    or    at 

Cavan  ^®^^  ^^^  ^®  ^^  ^^^  ^^  *^  island.  In  the 
and  Another  case  before  Lord  Mansfield^  it  was  in  proof  that 
Stiwarc.  ^^  person  leaving  the  island  left  an  attorney 
in  his  place  to  act  for  him.  If  such  a  judg- 
ment could  be  enforced  here  without  such 
proof,  no  merchant  in  London  would  be  safe» 
Ttie  party  must  be  proved  to  have  been  upon 
the  island,  in  order  to  make  him  an  absentee. 
If  that  fact  had  been  established,  his  absence 
might  perhaps  have  been  inferred  from  a  re- 
turn of  non  est  inventus  to  the  process  issued 
against  him. 

Verdict  for  the  plaintifl^.. 

JerviSf  Carr^  and  Fuller ^  for  the  plaintiffi. 

GarroWj  A.  G.,  and  Scarlett  for  the  defendant. 


(  «"  ) 


ADDENDA. 


NicKSON  V.  ThomaS)  85.-~Bttt  in  a  similar  and 
subsequent  case.  Lord  EBenbaraugh  and  the  other 
Judges  of  the  Court  of  K.  B.  upon  a  motion 
for  a  new  trial,  were  of  opinion  that  the  objeo 
tion  did  not  absolutely  disqualify  the  witnesSf  but 
went  to  his  credit  only. 

See  Wright  on  the  demise  .of  Cbftner  v.  Littler, 
S  Burr.  1244.;  Jardame  v.  LashbrookCf  7  T.  R. 
601.;  Lowe  V.  JoUfffe,  1  Bl.  365.;  Rich  v.  Tfp- 
ping,  Peake's  N.  P.  C.  S24.;  £sp.  177^ 


Rex  v.  Roper. — In  the  ensuing  Easter  Term^ 
Knowlys  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why 
the  judgment  should  not  be  arrested  on  the  follow* 
ing  ground.  It  was  averred  in  the  indictment 
that  Francis  Cavendish  Aberdeen  and  Others  (whose 
names  were  specified)  exhibited  their  bill  of  com* 
plainti  &c. 

N  N  4  And 
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And  the  exhibiting  of  the  answer  was  thus  al* 
legedt  that  the  said  Robert  Roper  in  his  own  per- 
son exhibited  and  produced  his  answer  in  writing 
to  the  said  bill  qfcomplainty  entitled  the  answer  o£ 
Robert  Roper,  the  defendant,  to  the  bill  of  com- 
plunt  of  J.  C.  Aberdeen  (and  the  other  complain- 
ants). He  contended,  that  since  the  answer 
alleged  to  have  been  put  in  was  entitled  an  answer 
to  the  bill  of  complaint  of  /.  C  Aberdeen,  it  could 
not  be  taken  to  be  an  answer  to  the  bill  of  com- 
plaint of  Francis  Cavendish  Aberdeen,  without  an 
averment  that  they  were  the  same  person.  And 
that  with  respect  to  the  bill  alleged  to  have  been 
exhibited,  viz.  the  bill  of  Francis  Cavendish  Aber- 
deen  and  Others,  the  answer  set  out  was  wrongly 
entitled,  and  was  to  be:considered  as  a  mere  nulUty, 
and  consequently  that  no  peijury  could  be  assigned 
upon  it,  and  cited  Bevan  v.  Sevan,  3  T.  R.  601. 

The  Court  granted  a  rule  to  shew  cause,  but 
the  rule  was  afterwards  discharged,  the  Court  be- 
ing of  opinion  that  the  answer  put  in,  although 
improperly  entitled,  could  not  be  treated  as  a  mere 
nullity. 


AN 
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ABATEMENT. 

Asfiumpsit. — Plea  in  abatement,  that 
yf.  and  B.  the  assignees  of  C  a 
bankrupt  ougrht  to  have  been  Joined, 
it  is  not  sufficient  for  the  derendant 
to  provie  that  yf.  and  B.  acted  as 
assignees,  he  must  prove  that  they 
were  so  either  by  the  production  of 
the  assignment,  or  by  proving  the 
admission  of  the  plaintiff  to  that 
effe6^.     Ptumore  v.  Bousfidd^      2g6 

A  bill  delivered  by  the  plaintiff 
for  business  done  for  the  aijured  (the 
defendant  being  one),  but  in  which 
he  debits  the  defendant  with  three- 
sevenths  only  of  the  whole  amount, 
n prima  faeu  evidence  (the  defend- 
ant having  pleaded  in  abatement), 
that  the  action  was  brought  to  re- 
cover the  defendant's  particular 
share  only.  i3. 

If  persons  separately  interested  in 
aliquot  parts  of  a  ship  employ  a 
joint  agent,  they  are   liable  in  the 

See  Perjubt,  4. 


ABANDONMENT. 
See  Insurance,  9. 

ACTION  ON  THE  CASE- 
I.  A  person  before  he  entrusts  a  gun 
to  an  incautious  agent  is  bound  to 
render  it  perfectly  innoxious.  Dixon 
V.  Bell,  a37 

In  an  action  for  wounding  the 
plaintiff^s  son  fer  qwd  eerwiium 
amiiit,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
recover  the  amount  of  the  surgeon's 
bill  although  it  has  not  been  paid, 
but  he  cannot  recover  physicians' 
fees  which  have  not  hetn  paid.  iL 
3.  In  an  action  for  negligently 
keeping  a  dog,  proof  that  the  de- 
fendant had  warned  a  person  to  be- 
ware of  the  dog  lest  he  should  be 
bitten,  is  evidence  to  go  to  a  jury, 
of  the  allegation  that  the  dog  was 
accustomed  to  bite  mankind.  JuJge 
▼•  Coxi  285 

Qu.  Whether  such  an  allegation 
be  necessary. 

3.  ji.zndB.  are  jointly  interested  in 
the  profits  of  a  common  stage  wag- 
gon, but  by  a  private  agreement 

between 
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between  themselves  each  undertakes 
the  conducting  and  management  of 
the  waggon  9  with  his  own  driver 
and  horsesy  for  specified  distances ; 
they  are  notvnthstanding  this  pri- 
vate agreement  jointly  responsible 
to  third  persons  tor  the  negligence 
of  their  drivers  throughout  the 
whole  distance.     Waland  v.  Elkmsf 

272 
And4m  averment  that  the  negli- 
gence was  occasioned  by  the  driver 
of  yf.  against  whom  alone  the  ac- 
tion is  brought^  is  supported  (in 
such  case)  by  proof  that  the  driver 
was  actually  employed  by  B.  in 
conducting  the  waggon^  for  his 
own  stages.  ib» 

4.  If  the  driver  of  a  carriage  upon 
a  public  road  can  adopt  either  of 
two  coursest  one  of  which  is  safe 
and  the  other  ba%ardotU9  and  he 
elects  the  latter,  he  is  responsible 
for  the  mischief  which  ensues.  — 
And  be  cannot,  in  such  cate,  insist 
upon  the  fact  that  he  kept  to  his 
own  fide  of  the  road.  Maybew  v. 
B^jce^  422 

5.  If  through  the  default  of  a  coach 
proprietor,  in  neglecting  to  provide 
proper  means  of  conveyance,  a  pas- 
•enger  be  placed  in  ao  perilous  a 
mtuatton  as  to  render  it  prudent  for 
bim  to  leap  from  the  coach,  whereby 
his  leg  is  broken,  the  prbprietor  wiU 
be  responsible  in  damages,  although 
the  coodi  was  not  actually  over- 
turned.    Jaue*  V.  Bcycgf  498 

S€e  Cabriee*  AasYjMPSiTy  and 

DlCEIPT. 

ADMINISTRATOR. 

I .  As  against  creditors  an  administra- 
tor cannot  be  allowed  for  disburse- 
ments, in  the  schooling,  feeding, 
or  doathing  of  the  inteitate'a  chu- 


dreuy  subsequently  to  his  decease. 
Gobi  V.  Dysoth  33 

2.  As  agrainst  an  administrator,  debts 
due  to  the  intestate  are  not  to  be 
considered  as  assets  till  actually  re- 
ceived, although  not  stated  in  the 
administrator's  inventory  to  be  des* 
perate.  «^. 

5*  Simhlcf  he  is  entitled  for  the  rear 
sonable  charges  of  collecting  the  in- 
testate's debts.  ih. 

4.  After  putting  in  an  inventory,  it  is 
for  the  administrator  to  discharge 
himself  of  the  items  which  it  con- 
tains, i^. 

5*  Ao  who  intermeddles  with  the  af- 
fairs of  B.t  under  the  direction  of 
C*  (one  of  the  executors  of  B>  but 
who  has  declined  to. prove  the  will,)' 
is  chargeable  as  executor  de  lan 
tort.     Coitk  V.  jlUruh^  37 

6.  Although  the  probate  of  a  will  mis 
been  produced,  the  will  itself  can- 
not be  read  in  evidence  upon  the 
mere  production  of  tt  by  the  officer 
of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  with- 
out fome  indorsement  upon  it  for 
the  purpose  of  authentication.  Rex 
V.  BaraeSf  243 

AGREEMENT. 

1.  In  an  agreement  for  the  sale  of 
leasehold  premises  to  be  paid  for  by 
instalments,  it  is  stipulated  that  in 
default  of  payment  of  the  instal- 
ments at  specified  times,  the  former 
instalments  shall  be  forfeited,  and 
the  vendor  shall  not  be  compellable 
to  convey. 

The  forfeiture  enures  to  destroy 
every  right  which  the  vendee  took 
under  the  agreement,  but  does  not 
affect  any  right  of  possession  which 
he  had  before.  Dot  on  dmUe  of 
Moon  V.  JLawdetf  308 

2 .  And  no  previous  right  beincr  proved* 
{umUt}  the  party  after  rorfeiture 

ia 
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if  a  mere  tenant  by  tnfferancey  and 
it  i§  sufficient  for  the  owner  previous 
to  an  ejectment  to  enter  upon  the 
premises^  indicatinf^  his  intention  to 
take  possession  without  making  any 
formal  demand  of  possession.       iB» 

3.  In  an  action  for  work  and  labour, 
proof  that  the  plaintiff  was  in  a 
state  of  intosicatioB  when  he  signed 
that  which  is  insisted  upon  by  the 
defendant  as  an  agreement,  dispenses 

^  wkh  the  necessity  of  producmg  it. 
Fenion  v.  HMtnuaj^  136 

4.  An  agreement  for  selling  out  om- 
nium to  be  replaced  in  stock  is  not 
illegal.     OiivterioH  v.  ColeSf        496 

5.  An  agreement  to  employ  the  plain- 
tiff in  a  particular  situation  cannot 
be  inferred  from  a  direction  upon  a 
letter  addrewed  by  the  defendant  to 
tbe  plaintiff  in  that  character,  the 
letter  itself  relating  to  the  quantum 
of  salary  only.      Clno£  v.  WaUrt^ 

335 

6.  An  agreement  to  procure  a  situ- 
ation for  a  medical  man,  by  the  as- 
signment of  patients  by  a  third  per- 
son, to  whom  a  premium  is  to  be 
paid,  is  not  illegal.     Edgar  y.  BUch^ 

464 

7.  The  creditors  of  A.  in  consider- 
ation of  his  assignment  of  all  his 
stock  in  trade  and  book  debts  to  a 
trustee  for  the  benefit  of  his  credi- 
tors, agree  to  execute  releases  as 
soon  as  the  property  shall  realize 
the  sum  of  338/.  This  agreement 
on  the  part  of  the  creditors  dees 
not  suspend  their  riflrht  of  action 
against  A*^  although  they  have 
taken  security  from  a  purchaser  of 
the  stock  in  trade,  for  the  sum  of 
zixl     WiggUswortb  v.  WlnU^    318 

8.  The  vendor  of  newly  inclosed  lands 
undertakes  to  convey  them  to  the 
vendee,  this  is  an  undertaking  to 
convey  the  legal  estate;  and  the 
vendor  having  only  an  equitabk  in- 


terest previous  to  the  assignment  by 
the  commissiooers  the  vendee  is  en- 
titled to  recover  his  deposit.  Crane 
V.  Baldwin^  65 

9.  Upon  an  agreement  between  two 
traders  to  supply  each  other  on  the 
footing  of  goods  for  goods,  after  a 
balance  struck  between  them,  such 
balance  is  to  be  paid  in  money. 
Ingram  v.  Shirley  f  18^ 

10.  An  agreement  to  forego  a  crinu- 
nal  prosecution  is  illegal,  but  the 
plaintiff  may  recover  on  a  bill  given 
by  the  defendant  for  the  costs  of  a 
avtt  proceeding  against  B.  and  the 
amount  of  a  composition  with  j9«, 
although  the  plaintiff  has  instituted 
a  prosecution  against  B>  whicli  he 
afterwards  abandons,  unless  it  be 
expressly  proved  that  the  abandon- 
ment of  the  prosecution  formed 
part  of  the  consideration  of  the  bill. 
HarMng  v.  Cooper^  467 

AMENDMENT. 

1.  The  Court  trill  not  put  off  a  trial 
upon  motion  at  Nisi  Prius,  in  order 
to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  amend  his 
declaration  by  omitting  the  frofert 
of  the  bond  on  which  the  action  is 
brought.     Pmne  v.  Buithif  74 

Nor  will  it  allow  the  alteration 
to  be  made  by  way  of  amendment-at 
Nisi  Prius,  for  it  is  a  nutter  of  ma- 
terial allegation.  t^. 

2.  In  a  gm  tarn  action  the  Court  will 
after  verdict  direct  a  shmBier  to 
be  entered,  although  the  objection 
founded  upon  the  vvant  of  it  was 
taken  at  the  trial.  H^rigb  qmtam 
V.  Harton,  4^0 

ANNUITY  DEED. 

A  trustee  under  an  annuity  deed  ex- 
ecutes the  deed  afler  the  memorial 
has  been  enroUedt  it  is  not  necessary 

that 
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that  a  nemorul  of  hia  subsequent 
execution  should  be  enrolled.  Dte 
on  Jemtt  of  Delegal  ▼.  H^eway, 

43  » 

APPLICATION  OF  PAY- 
MENT. 

See  Payhznt. 

ASSUMPSIT. 

|.  A  contract  for  a  yearly  service  at 
a  specific  salary  must  be  proved  as 
alleged»  although  both  the  time  and 
turn  are  averred  under  a  vukluit. 
Preston  v.  ButebiTf  J 

%m  Goods  are  supplied  to  a  minor 
upon  a  fraudulent  representation  by 
his  father,  that  he  is  about  to  relio- 
quish  hi«^  business  in  favour  of  the 
son,  although  the  credit  is.  given  to 
the  son,  the  father  dealing  with  the 
proceeds,  is  responsible  in  assumpsit 
for  goods  sold  and  delivered.  Bid' 
die  V.  Levyf  %Q 

3.  A.  being  employed  by  B.  as  a 
detk  at  a  salary  of  aoo/.  per  amnm^ 
payable  quarterly,  is  discharged  in 
the  middle  of  a  quarter  and  paid 
proportionally,  A.  is  entitled  to  re- 
cover his  salary  for  the  remainder  of 
the  quarter  on  the  general  ccumt  for 
work  and  labour.     Gandall  v.  Poh- 

4.  Work  is  to  be  done  according  to  a 
special  ag^reement  between  the  par- 
ties, regulating  the  quantity,  price, 
and  times  of  payment.  The  par- 
ties having  deviated  from  the  origi- 
nal contract,  and  the  original  terms 
not  being  applicable  to  the  new 
work,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  re- 
cover, on  the  common  count,  for 
the  latter,  although  the  time  for 
completing  the  payments  under  the 
origrinal  agpreement  had  not  expired 
when  the  actibn  was  commenced. 
Rohan  v.  Godfrey^  275 

12 


5.  After  a  special  agreement  between 
jI.  and  B.  for  the  purchase  by  A^ 
of  unfinished  houses  to  be  finished  by 
B\  at' his  own  ezpence,  it.  is  agreed 
that  jI>  shall  finish  them,  and  that  B. 
shall  repay  to  him  the  amount  of  the 
expences;  ^.  cannot  recoveragainst 
B*  for  such  expences  on  the  com- 
mon counts  in  mdeUtahtt  astumfsitm 
Dunn  ▼.  Bodyf  210 

6.  jI*  delivers  to  B.  a  quantity  of 
cordafe  as  the  consideration  for  a 
speciu  undertaking  by  .0.,  A.  is  not 
precluded  by  the  special  contract 
from  recovering  under  the  common 
counts  for  the  excess  of  cordage  de« 
livered  beyond  the  quantity  stipu- 
lated for  as  the  consideration,  (pro- 
vided that  amount  be  adjusted,) 
although  it  may  be  necessary  to  give 
in  evicfencc  the  terms  of  tkle  spmal 
contract.  ih. 

7.  A.  having  deposited  with  B,  ioo/« 
to  distribute  amongst  A.*%  creditors 
in  proportion  to  tMir  claims,  no  one 
of  these  can  maintain  an  action 
aninst  j9.  before  the  proportions  of 
aU  the  claimants  have  been  ascer- 
tained.    Robton  V.  Andrade,       372 

A.*%  declaration  in  such  case  is 
evidence  to  shew  that  C  is  a  credi- 
tor of  his  to  a  specific  amount,     ib. 

8.  It  is  no  answer  to  an  action  on  an 
attorney's  bill  for  prosecuting  a  suit 
for  the  defendant,  that  no  betiefit 
has  been  derived  by  the  defendant, 
where  the  failure  does  not  result 
wholly  from  the  plaintiff's  negli- 
gence, but  partly  from  accident. 
Dax  V.  Wardt  409. 

9.  A,  after  committing  an  act  of 
bankruptcy  in  order  to  procure  hia 
discharge  from  an  arrest  at  the  suit 
of  ^.,  draws  and  indorses  to  B.  a- 
bill  of  exchange,  which  (7.  accepts 
in  expectation  of  receiving  groods  of 
A*9  into  his  hands.  C.  receives 
the  goods,  sells  them,  and  pays  the 
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tuAount  of  the  bill  to  B*t  the  as- 
signees of  ji^  cannot  maintain  an 
action  against  B»  for  this  money  as 
money  had  and  feceived  to  their  use. 
W4dUr  V.  Draieford,  48 1 

10.  B.  agrees  to  purchase  of  ji»  a  gun 
for  the  sum  or  forty-five  guineas ; 
but  it  is  stipulated,  that  yf,  shall 
take  a  gun  of  B.%  yalued  at  thirty 
guineas,  in  part  pavment,  B,  having 
refused  to  deliver  nis  gun  and  com- 
plete the  contract,  ji.  is  entitled  to 
recover  the  sum  of  forty-five  guineas 
as  the  stipulated  price.  Forsyth  v. 
J^ervUf  437 

1  p.  In  an  action  of  assumpsit  it  is 
alleged  as  a  breach,  that  certain 
goods    sold  and   delivered   to  the 

,  plaintiff,  and  warranted  to  be  scarlet 
cuttings,  were  not  scarlet  cuttings, 
per  quoJf  they  became  and  were  of 
no  use  or  value  to  the  plaintiff. 
The  plaintiff  is  entitled,  without  any 
further  allegation  of  special  damage, 
to  recover  as  much  as  the  goods 
would  have  been  worth  to  him  had 
the  contract  been  faithfully  perform- 
ed by  the  defendant.  Bridge  v. 
Wmn^  504 

ATTESTING  WITNESS. 

J.  An  attesting  witness  to  a  bond  re- 
sides in  Ireland,  {^sembU)  his  hand- 
writing may  be  proved,  although  no 
steps  have  been  taken  to  procure  his 
personal    attendance.      Hodnett    v. 

FormoHr  90 

a.  An  indorsement  upon  a  promissory 
note,  purports  to  have  been  attested 
by  a  subscribing  witness,  the  witness 
must  be  called  to  prove  such  indorse- 
ment. Stone  V.  Metcalff  58 
3.  In  proving  the  execution  of  a  bond, 
it  is  not  necessary  that  the  attesting 
witness  should  be  able  to  state  that 
the  blanks  were  filled  up  at  the  time 
of  execution.     Englmd  ▼•  Ropert 

304 


ATTORNEY. 

1.  Previous  to  the  brin^njar  an  actios 
on  an  attomey^s  bill,  it  is  sufficient 
under  the  st.  2  G.  2.  c.  23.  s.  23.  to 
deliver  a  bOl  at  the  defendant's  last 
known  apparent  place  of  abode  at 
the  time  when  the  bill  was  delivered. 

And  it  is  not  sufficient  for  the 
defendant  to  shew  that  he  had 
another  known  place  of  abode,  sub- 
sequent to  the  delivery  of  the  bilL 
Wadetom  v.  Smih^  324 

2.  An  action  may  be  maintained  by  a 
solicitor  against  an  assignee  for  busi- 
ness done  under  a  commission  of 
bankruptcy,  although  the  bill  has 
not  been  taxed  by  a  master  in  chan- 
cery, under  the  st.  5  G.  2.  c.  30. 
s.  AX.     Tarn  v.  Heyi%  278 

See  Arrowsmkh  v.  Barford^  279 
in  note. 

3.  A  bill  with  an  indorsement  upon  TXy 
"  March  4,  1815,  delivered  a  copy 
to  C  Df*  which  indorseflnent  is 
proved  to  be  in  the  hand-writing  of 
a  deceased  clerk  of  the  plaintiff^s, 
(whose  duty  it  was  to  have  delivered 
a  copy  of  the  bill,)  and  proved  to 
have  existed  at  the  time  of  the  date, 
is  evidence  to  prove  the  delivery  of 
the  bill.     Champnejt  v.  Peek^     404 

AWARD. 

1.  Qu,  Whether  an  award  directing 
the  assigpunent  of  an  interest  to 
A.  B,  will  warrant  an  assignment  to 
A.  B.  his  executors  administrators 
and  assigns.    Rusiel  v.  HeaSngtont 

?3 

2.  It  is  within  the  scope  of  the  juris- 
diction of  an  arbitrator,  to  whom  sQl 
matters  in  difference  are  referred,  to 
direct  one  of  the  parties,  who  has 
acted  as  agent  for  the  other,  in  sup- 
plying provisions  to  the  British 
armyi  to  go  before  the  commissary 

to 
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to    Terify    particular    documents. 
jitkytu  V.  BaldwHy  209 

BAIL. 

If  a  party  who  is  bail  to  the 
sheritt  apply  to  an  attorney  to  put 
in  bail  above,  he  is  liable  for  these 
expences,  but  not  for  the  subsequent 
expences  of  the  suit.  Primd  facie 
the  expences  of  the  suit  are  due  nrom 
the  pmcipal^  and  the  charges  of  the 
bail  for  putting  in  bail  above  firom 
the  bail.     Hedor  v.  Carfeniert    190 

BANKER. 
See  Bill  of  ExcuanoeT  i* 

BANKRUPTCY. 

1.  A  petitioning  creditor  is  a  com- 
petent witness  to  defeat  the  com- 
mission»  and  even  to  cut  down  the 
petitioning  creditor's  debt.     Loyd 

V.  Strettoth  40 

2.  A  defendant  in  an  action  by  the 
assignees  of  a  bankrupt  pleads  the 
General  Issue,  without  giving  no. 
tice  of  his  intention  to  dispute  the 
bankruptcy,  but  before  the  time  for 
pleading  expires,  delivers  the  Gene- 
ral Issue  again  with  notice,  such 
notice  is  insufficient.  Poole  v.  Bell 
and  Another 9  328 

3.  The  defendant  in  such  a  case  oueht 
to  move  for  leave  to  withdraw  nis 
plea.  ib. 

4.  In  an  action  by  the  assignees  of  a 
bankrupt,  where  no  notice  has  been 
given  to  dispute  the  bankruptcy,  a 
deposition,  stating  that  the  bank- 
rupt absented  himeelf,  and  that  the 
bankrupt  had  admitted  that  he  ab- 
sented nimself  for  the  purpose  of 
avoiding  his  creditors,  but  not  spe- 

-  cifying  the  time  of  such  admission, 
is  not  primd  fade  evidence  to  prove 
the  act  of  bankruptcy. .  Marsh  v. 
Meager i  3J3 


5.  A  baidcnipt  having  obtained  his 
certificate  it  not  liable  upon  a  pro* 
mise  to  pay  a  former  debt,  unlets  it 
be  exprets,  distinct,  amd  unequivo- 
cal.    Fleming  v.  He^fntf  370 

6.  Where  no  notice  has  been  given  of 
disputing  the  bankruptcy  in  an 
action  by  the  assignees,  it  ought  to 
appear  from  the  depositions  that 
the  petitioning  creditor's  debt  was 
due  at  the  time  of  the  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy.    Lawtom  v.  Robhuonf    456 

7.  If  in  an  action  by  the  assignees  of 
a  bankrupt  it  be  proved  that  an  act 
of  bankruptcy  was  committed  be- 
fore the  commissioQ  issued,  it  will 
be  sufficient,  although  the  act  was 
committed  so  recently  before  the 
commission,  and  at  such  a  distance 
from  London,  that  no  knowledge 
of  it  could  have  reached  London  at 
the  time  when  the  consmission  was 
sued  out.  Hopper  and  Others  v. 
Mowhrajf  C07 

8.  A  creditor  who  along  with  others 
has  become  a  party  to  a  deed  of 
trust,  by  which  in  consideration  of 
the  assignment  of  certain  debts  due 
to  their  debtor  for  their  benefit  they 
release  their  debts,  is  not  precluded 
from  suing  otit  a  commission  of 
bankrupt  against  the  debtor  on  its 
being  discovered  that  he  had  pre- 
vious to  the  execution  of  the  deed 
committed  a  secret  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy. Doe  d.  Pkeher  v.  Ander- 
lonf  262 

9.  A,  takes  B,*s  goods  in  execution 
after  an  act  of  bankruptcy  com- 

'mitted  by  B.f  and  assigns  them 
to  €•  A.'e  examination  taken  un- 
der the  commission  subsequently  to 
the  assignment,  cannot  be  read  m 
an  action  by  the  assignees  against  C> 
in  order  to  shew  yf  .'s  knowledge  of 
^.'s  insolvency  at  the  time  oF  the 
execution.  Deady  v.  Harrison^  60 
But  {semUe)  an  examination  taken 
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previously  to  tbe  asitgniiienty  would 
have  been  admitiible*  ih. 

In  such  a  case  the  question  it  not 
whether  C.  knewy  but  whether  jt. 
knew  that  B.  was  insolvent.  it* 

10.  A  bill  delivered  by  the  defendant 
to  two  partners  for  the  purpose  of 
being  discounted,  after  the  bank- 
ruptcy of  one  is  indorsed  over  by 
the  other  partner  to  the  plaintiffs, 
to  whom  uey  are  largely  indebted 
for  advances.  Qu.  Whether  the 
plaintiffs  under  these  circumstances 
are  entitled  to  recover.  Ranu^ 
hiiam  V.  Catorf  22Z 

11.  yf.  at  the  instigation  of  S,  pro- 
cures credit  for  goods  to  a  large 
amount,  which  he  sells  to  B.  at 
very  inadequate  prices,  in  fraud  of 
his  creditors,  the  assignees  of  jf. 
after  his  bankruptcy,  cannot  reco- 
ver the  difference  from  B,  Jfojgg 
V.  Mitchell,  241 

I3«  In  an  indictment  against  a  bank- 
rupt, the  petitioning  oreditor's  debt 
is  alleged  to  be  due  to  ^.,  B.^  and 
Ct  surviving  executors  of  the  last 
wiU  and  testament  of  Z).,  after 
proof  that  ^.,  ^.,  and  C.  were 
the  executors,  and  were  directed  by 
the  will  to  carry  on  the  business,  it 
is  necessary  to  prove  that  they  all 
assented  to  act  in  discharge  of  the 
trust.  —  And  a  general  admission 
by  the  prisoner  of  a  debt  due  to  the 
executors  of  D,  will  not  supply  the 
defect.    ReM  ▼.  BamUf  343 

13.  Debt  on  bond  by  the  plaintiffs  as 
the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt,  plea 
payment  it  is  not  incumbent  on  the 
plaintiffs  to  prove  themselves  to  be 
asngnees.     Crashu  v.  OGvett        76 

14.  Tnc  date  upon  a  promissory 
note  made  by  a  bankrupt,  is  frimd 
facie  evidence  to  shew  that  the 
note  existed  before  the  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy was  committed,  so  as  to  es- 
tablisn  a  petitioung  creditor's  debt 
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in  aa  action  by  the  atrigneet.  •«-  But 
no  declaration  by  the  bankrupt, 
whether  oral  or  written,  subsequent 
to  hit  bankruptcy,  woidd  be  admis- 
sible in  evidence  to  prove  this.  Tay- 
hr  V.  Kinkchf  175 

15.  The  mere  deposit  of  the  docu-. 
ments  relatinj^  to  a  vessel  at  tea,  in 
the  hands  of  a  hand  Jkk  creditor, 
will  not  confer  even  an  equitable 
lien  upon  the  creditor,  agamist  tho 
assignees  of  the  owner  under  »-tub- 
sequent  commission.  ih. 

x6.  It  is  competent  to  a  defendant  to 
impeach  the  title  of  a  bankrupt  in 
an  action  by  the  assignees,  ahhough 
he  himself  claims  the  title  under  the 
bankrupt*  ik* 

17.  A  transfer  of  property  made  on 
the  eve  of  bankruptcy,  bat  tinder 
the  apprehension  that  a  degree  of 
force,  civil  or  criminal,  is  about  to 
b^  applied,  is  valid* 

A  transfer  by  one  of  two  partnert 
on  the  eve  of  bankruptcy,  under  cir- 
cumstances which  overcome  the  free 
will  of  the  party,  such  as  the  appr^. 
hension  of  a  prosecution  for  forgery, 
is  valid.     DiTottit  v.  Carrdt      8S 

18.  j1.  shortly  before  hit  btnlmiptCT 
draws  a  bill,  and  having  procured  it 
to  be  discounted,  givet  B.  a  creditor 
an  order  to  receive  the  amount  which 
he  directs  C.  who  discounts  the  bill 
to  transmit  to  B. ;  whilst  the  money 
is  in  the  hands  of  the  carrier,  j1. 
commits  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  B. 
who  afterwards  receives  the  money, 
is  liable  to  j1.*6  assigneet.  Hervey 
V.  LiddiatJf  123 

19.  Qu,  Wheth<hr  in  an  action  by  the 
assignees  of  a  bankrupt,  the  peti- 
tioning creditor  it  compellable  in 
a  court  of  law  to  produce  the  bill 
of  exchange  drawn  and  indorsed  by 
the  bankrupt,  on  which  the  peti- 
tioning creditor's  debt  is  fbooded. 
Rmdr,  Jamctt  133 

20.  A 
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lo*  A  pctitkning  creditor  called  for 
the  mere  purpose  of  producing  tttch 
a  documenty  cannot^  although  he  hat 
been  sworn,  be  crota-examined  by 
the  defendant.  s/. 

21,  It  is  competent  to  the  assignees  of 
a  bankrui>t  upon  the  trial,  to  repu- 
diate an  insumcient  act  on  wmch 
the  commission  is  founded,  and  re- 
sort to  better.    Reed  y.  James,    136 

32*  The  assignees  of  a  bankrupt  may 
recover  as  for  money  had  and  re* 
ceived  against  the  defendant  who 
took  the  goods  of  the  bankrupt  in 
execution,  (after  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy,) and  then  took  the  goods 
under  a  bill  of  sale  from  the  snerifF, 
although  no  money  was  actually 
paid.     Radv.  Jamet,  1^4 

%^.  A  bankrupt  in  an  action  by  the 
assignees  against  a  judgment  credi- 
tor who  has  taken  the  ^oods  of  the 
bankrupt  in  execution,  is  competent 
to  prove  that  the  creditor  knew  that 
the  bankrupt,  was  insolvent  at  the 
time  of  the  execution.  \b. 

24.  One  of  three  partnera  under- 
takes to  provide  for  two  bills  of 
exchange  drawn  by  the  three  part- 
ners, and  accepted  by  a  fourth  per- 
son, when  they  shall  become  due, 
such  acceptances  vrill  not  support  a 
commission  of  bankrupts,  on  the 
petition  of  the  three  partners  against 
the  acceptor. 

Although  the  conduct  of  the 
partner  may  as  aj^ainst  his  copart- 
ners have  been  mudulent.  Rich' 
mend  v.  Heapy,  202 

25.  A  debtor  of  a  bankrupt  is  not 
warranted  in  paying  funds  of  the 
bankrupts  to  a  creator  (who  sues 
the  bankrupt  in  the  mayor's  court) 
upon  an  attachment  issued  against 
him  as  garnishee. 

26.  It  is  no  objection  to  the  petition- 
ing creditors'  debt,  that  the  petition- 
ing creditors  were  in  partnership 


with  the  bankrupt  in  a  particular 
transaction,  provided  the  debt  does 
not  arise  out  of  that  transaction. 
IVnuUmm  v.  Paterion,  144 

27.  If  a  trader  leave  the  realm  for  the 
purposes  of  trade,  but  whilst  he  is 
absent,  announce  his  intention  never 
to  revisit  Emgland^  he  commits  an 
act  of  banluruptcy  by  absenting 
himself.  i^. 

BARRATRY. 

Improper  treatment  of  the  vessel 
by  the  captain  will  not  constitute 
barratry,  although  it  tend  to  the 
destruction  of  the  vessel,  unless 
it  be  shewn  that  he  acted  against  '^ 
his  own  judgment.  Todd  v.  Rii^ 
cbicf  240 

BILLS  OF  EXCHANGE  AND 
PROMISSORY  NOTES. 

I.  When  a  banker's  acceptances  ex- 
ceed the  cash  balance  in  his  hands, 
he  lu^ds  collateral  securities  for 
value.     Btanquet  v.  Dudman,        i 

2«  And  he  may  recover  against  the 
acceptor  of  an  accommodation  biU 
(deposited  with  him  as  a  collateral 
security  before  it  became  due),  al- 
though the  party  who  deposited  the 
bill  had  it  in  his  hands  when  it  be- 
came due,  and  has  received  satisfac- 
tion from  the  drawer.  ih. 

3.  An  agreement  between  the  holder 
and  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  (disho- 
noured for  non-payment),  that  the 
acceptor  shall  pay  to  the  bolder  the 
amount  of  the  bill,  and  no  more, 
discharges  the  drawer,  although  his 
assignees  (he  being  then  a  bankrupt) 
are  parties  to  such  agpreement.  De 
la  Torre  v.  Barclay t  7 

4.  yf  •  deposits  with  B.  a  banker,  a 
promissory  note  as  a  security  for 
advances,  B*  is  entitled  to  recover 
on  the  ttotci  although  before  k  be- 
came 
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^ame  due,  he  parted  with  the  pos- 
sesBion  to  enable  A.  to  procure  pay- 
ment from  the  maker,  and  although 
the  note  remained  in  ^.'s  hands  till 
his  bankruptcy,  and  then  came  into 
the  possession  of  his  assignees. 
Bruce  V.  Hurly^  23 

5*  A,  the  holder  of  a  bill  deposits  it 
with  B»  as  a  collateral  security  for 
the  balance  of  accounts  between 
them ;  B,  indorses  the  bill  over  to 
C  after  it  becomes  due.  In  an  ac- 
tion by  C*  against./^.,  ^.'s  account- 
book  is  not  evidence  in  diminution 
of  the  balance  between  A».  and  B. 
—  But  semhU  a  contemporaneous 
^   entry  or  declaration   by  B^  would 

.  be  admissible.  Collenrtdgi  v.  Far- 
quharson^  259 

6.  And  (temile)  C.  is  not  entitled  to 
recover  from  A.  a  sum  exceeding 
the  lowest  amount  of  the  balance, 
subsequent  to  the  transfer  to  B.  ib. 

7.  A  defendant  who  has  given  his 
promissory  note,  as  the  stipulated 
price  of  a  picture,  cannot  give  the 
inadequacy  of  the  consideration  in 
evidence,  with  a  view  to  diminish 
the  damages,  but  he  may  give  it  in 
evidence  as  a  circumstance  indica- 
tory of  fraud,  in  order  to  defeat 
the  contract  altogether.  Solomon 
v.  Turner^  51 

ii.  A.  being  indebted  to  B.  draws  a 
bill  of  exchange  upon  C,  payable 
to  B.  two  months  after  date,  and 
upon  presentment  of  the  bill  bv  B. 
to  C.  for  acceptance  the  date  is  al- 
tered at  the  instance  of  C*  without 
any  communication  with  A>y  B.  can- 
not recover  against  €•  on  his  accept- 
ance for  want  of  a  new  stamp.  IVal' 
ton  V.  Hastings f  215 

And  semble  if  A,  had  assented  to 
the  alteration,  a  new  stamp  would 
still  have  been  necessary. 

9.  Where  a  bill  of  exchange  is  pay- 
able a  specified  Bumber  ofdays  after 
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sight,  the  real  day  of  presentment 
for  acceptance  need  not  be  alUged, 
a  presentment  on  a  day  subsequent 
to  that  alleged  may  be  proved.  For- 
man  v.  Jacobs  46 

10.  And  in  such  case  a  subsequent  al- 
legation of  presentment  for  pay- 
ment when  the  bill  became  due  and 
payable,  is  supported  by  proof  of  a 
presentment  on  the  day  when  the 
bill  in  fact  became  due,  according 
to  the  previous  presentment,         ib, 

1 1 .  The  maker  of  a  promissory  note, 
whose  signature  has  been  proved  in 
an  action  by  the  payee,  cannot  insist 
upon  indorsements  being  read,  which 
are  not  a  part  of  the  note.  Stone 
V.  Metcalfi  j8 

12.  An  agreement  indorsed  on  a  note, 
by  which  the  plaintiff,  the  payee, 
undertakes  to  enlarge  the  time  for 
payment  specified  in  the  body  of  the 
note,  cannot  be  considered  as  incor- 
porated with  the  note  so  as  to  render 
an  agreement-stamp  necessary,      ib- 

13.  The  payee  of  a  note  indorses 
upon  it,  my  will  and  desire  is,  that 
the  money  shall  not  be  called  in  for 
two  years,  &c.  and  that  if  the  faid 
C.  S.  shall  wish  for  further  time,  he 
shall  have  it  without  suit  at  law  un- 
til three  years  next  after  my  decease ; 
sembhj  these  are  words  of  mere  in- 
dulgence and  favour,  and  do  not 
operate  as  a  defeasance.  ib. 

Qu*  What  their  effect  would  be 
as  between  the  maker  of  the  note 
and  the  executors  of  the  payee  ?     ib, 

14.  A  foreign  bill  is  accepted  for  the 
payment  of  100/.  sterlings  the  omis- 
sion of  the  word  sterling  in  the  de- 
claration 18  not  a  material  variance. 
Glossop  v.  Jacobs  69 

Where  a  foreign  bill  is  payable 
at  a  certain  time  after  sight,  and 
upon  the  production  of  the  billy  an 
acceptance  appeartt  to  have  been 
written  by  the  defendant  under  a 
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date  which  is  not  ia  his  hand-wnting, 
the  date  is  evidence  of  the  time  of 
acceptance,  because  it  is  the  usual 
course  of  business  in  such  cases,  for 
a  clerk  to  write  the  date,  and  for 
the  party  to  write  his  acceptance 
under  the  date.  69 

15.  An  indorsee  for  value  transfers  the 
bill  which  is  returned  to  him  after 
it  has  become  due,  he  may  recover 
against  the  acceptor,  although  his 
indorsee  before  the  retransfer  received 
satisfaction  from  the  drawer.  Buz- 
%ard  v.  FUcinoef  334 

16.  jf,  draws  a  bill  of  exchange  upon. 
B,f  payable  at  three  months,  for  a 
debt  due  from  B.  to  ^.  On  the  deli- 
very of  the  bill  to  B.  for  acceptance, 
J9.  requests  that  four  months  may  be 
substituted  for  tbree^  and  afterwards 
by  the  assent  of  A.  the  alteration  is 
made,  a  new  stamp  is  not  requisite. 
Ketmerly  v.  Nashj  452 

A  bdl  is  drawn  for  the  sum  of 
100/.  payable  four  months  after 
date,  bearing  interest^  The  inter- 
est b  to  t><^  calculated  from  the 
date  of  the  bill.  ib, 

17.  The  payee  of  a  bill  of  exchange 
indorses  it  upon  an  usurious  con- 
tract at  the  time  of  the  contract,  a 
bond  fide  holder  cannot  afterwards 
recover  upon  it  against  the  accep- 
tor.    Lowes  V.  MazTusredof        385 

18.  Notice  havinff  been  given  in  an 
action  on  a  bffi  of  exchange  that 
the  want  of  consideration  will  be 
set  up  as  a  defence,  it  is  not  conv- 
petent  to  the  plaintiff,  after  he  has 
closed  hit  case,  to  go  into  evidence 
of  consideration  in  reply  to  the  de- 
fendant's case. 

y/.  being  1^  creditor  of  ^.'s,  and 
having  deeds  in  his  possession  as  a 
secunty  for  the  debt,  receives  a  bill 
indorsed  by  B>  for  the  purpose  of 
getting  it  discounted,  he  cannot 
disappropriate  the  biU»  and  main- 


tain  an  action  upon  it  agiinst  the 
acceptor.  Delauney  v.  Mitchettt    439 

19.  Two  plaintiffs  who  fue  as  the  in- 
dorsees of  a  bill  of  exchange  in- 
dorsed in  blank,  are  not  bound  to 
prove  any  partnership.  Rordasnvi 
V.  Leacbi  446 

20.  The  statute  i  c  G.  2.  c  13.  t.  5. 
does  not  preclude  the  members  of 
a  commercial  firm,  although  ekceed- 
in^  six  in  number,  from  drawing 
bills  at  a  shorter  date  than  six 
months.  IVigan  v.  Fowler  and 
Others,  459 

21.  The  whole  of  a  promissory  note 
being  printed,  except  the  names, 
dates  and  sum,  and  a  place  of  pay- 
ment inf^rted  at  the  bottom  of^  the 
note  being  also  printed,  a  special' 
presentment  there  is  necessary.  Tre- 
cothici  V.  Edwin,  468 

22.  Presentment  of  a  bill  of  exchange 
at  a  merchant's  countbg-housc, 
where  it  is  payable  between  six  and 
seven  in  the  evening,  is  sufficient. 
Morgan  v.  Davison,  114 

23.  In  an  action  by  the  indorsee 
aeainst  an  indorser  of  a  bill  of  ex- 
change, a  witness  states  that  either 
two  or  three  days  after  the  disho- 
nour of  the  bill,  notice  was  given 
by  letter  to  the  defendant,  (notice 
in  two  dayis  being  in  time,  but  no- 
tice on  the  third  too  late,)  it  cannot 
be  left  as  a  question  for  the  jury, 
whether  notice  was  given  in  time, 
although  the  defendant  has  bad  no- 
tice to  produce  the  letter  which, 
would  ascertain  the  time.  Lawton 
V.  Sherwood,  314 

24.  Proof  of  a  promissory  note  pay- 
able to  A.  B.  generaUy  is  primd 

Jacse  evidence  of  a  promise  to  A.  J?« 
the  father,  and  not  to  A.  B.  the 
son,  the  names  being  the  same, 
but  A.  j9.  the  son,  although  styled 
in  the  declaration  A.  B.  the  younger, 
bringing  the  action,  and  being  in  pos-^ 
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i«nsioii  of.  the  note^  is  entitled  to 
recover  upon  it.  Sweeting  r.  Fow- 
ler 9  106 

25.  A^  accepts  a  bill  in  favour  of  B.^ 
payable  at  his  bankers ;  the  bill  is 
never  presented ;  eight  months  after 
the  bill  becomes  due,  >f.'s  bankers 
having  funds  of  his  in  their  hands 
become  bankrupts,  A,  is  not  dis- 
charged by  B,*i>  laches. 

A  request  by  ji.  subsetjuent  to 
the  bankruptcy,  that  B.  will  return 
the  acceptance,  is  no  waiver  of  the 
laches.     Sebag  v.  MitboJf  79 

26.  The  maker  of  a  promissory  note, 
payable  at  a  specified  time  after 
sight,  at  the  time  of  making  it 
writes  in  the  margin,  "  accepted 
by  myself,**  these  word*  constitute 
no  part  of  the  original  instrument, 
and  need  not  be  noticed  in  the  de- 
claration.  SpUtgerher  v.  Kobtif    125 

27.  The  drawer  of  a  bill  of  exchange, 
who  before  the  bill  becomes  due, 
says  my  residence  is  immaterial,  I 
will  inquire  whether  the  bill  is  paid# 
dispenses  with  notice  of  the  disho- 
nour.    Phtfsxm  V.  Kneller,  1 16 

28.  A  copy  of  a  letter  containine  no- 
tice of  the  dishonour  of  a  bill  is  ad- 
missible without  notice  to  produce 
the  original.     Roberts  v.  Bradsbaw^ 

28 

29.  Proof  that  duplicate  notices  of 
the  dishonour  of  a  bill  were  written, 
and  that  a  letter  was  delivered  to 
the  defendant,  upon  the  dishonour 
of  a  bill,  together  with  proof  of 
notice  to  produce  the  letter  so  de- 
livered,  as  containing  notice  of  dis- 
honour, is  evidence  (on  default  of 
production)  that  the  defendant  had 
notice.  ib. 

30.  Notice  to  the  drawer  of  a  bill  of 
exchange  of  its  dishonour  by  any 
party  to  the  bill,  enure  to  the  bene- 
fit of  all.     WtUon  v.  Swabeyt       34 

31.  The  plaintiff  having  guaranteed 
the  responsibility  of  the  defendant 


to  y^.  the  latter  refuses  to  join 
in  a  deed  of  composition,  re- 
leasing the  defendant,  till  the  plain- 
tiff has  undertaken  to  pay  him  the 
full  amount  of  his  debt,  the  plain- 
tiff having  paid  to  ji.  the  difference 
between  the  composition  and  his 
debt,  draws  a  bill  on  the  defendant, 
(which  the  latter  accepts)  in  order 
to  reimburse  himself.  The  plaintiff 
cannot  recover  on  this  biU  against 
the  defendant.     Bryant  v.  CbrutUf 

32.  A  letter  written  by  the  indorser 
of  a  bill  of  exchange,  to  a  subse- 
quent holder,  offering  to  give  a  sub* 
stituted  bill  in  place  of  that  which 
he  had  indorsed,  supersedes  the  ne- 
cessity of  proving  the  intermediate 
indorsements  stated  in  the  declara- 
tion.    Stdfordy.  Cbamben^        326 

33.  A  presentment  of  a  bill  at  a 
banker's  where  it  is  payable  is  suf- 
ficient, although  made  arter  banking 
hours,  provided  a  person  be  sta- 
tioned by  the  banker  to  return  an 
answer.     Gamett  v.  IVoodeockf   475 

34.  A  bill  is  drawn  payable  in  LondoHf 
and  is  accepted  payable  at  a  parti- 
cular banker's  in  London  {semble)  a 
presentment  at  that  banker's  must  be 
proved  in  an  action  against  the  ac- 
ceptor, ib. 

35.  A.  and  Co.  bankers  in  the  coun- 
try being  pressed  by  B.  and  Co. 
bankers  in  town,  to  whom  they 
are  indebted,  to  send  up  any  bills 
that  they  can  procure,  transmit  for 
account  an  accommodation  bill  ac- 
cepted by  D.%  when  the  bill  be- 
comes due,  the  balance  is  in  favour 
of  A.  and  Co.  but  the  bills  are 
not  withdrawn,  and  afterwards  the 
balance  between  the  houses  turns 
considerably  in  favour  of  J9.  and 
Co.  and  is  so  when  A,  and  Co. 
become  bankrupts :  B.  and  Co.  are 
entitled  to  recover  against  the  ac- 
ceptor.    Atwood  V.  CrowdUf     483 

002  36.  Evi- 
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36.  Evidence  of  a  letter  from  the 
drawer  and  indorser  of  an  accom- 
modation bill,,  that  the  bill  will 
be  satisfied  before  the  next  term, 
supersedes  the  necessity  of  prov- 
ing the  dishonour  of  the  bill  and 
notice.     fVooJ  y,  Broiurtf  217 

37.  A  bill  of  exchangre  is,  by  the  di- 
rection of  the  payee,  indorsed  in 
blanky  and  delivered  to  ^.,  j?.,  and 
Co.  who  are  bankers,  on  the  ac- 
count of  the  estate  of  an  insolvent, 
which  is  vested  in  trustees  for  the 
benefit  of  his  creditors.  j1,  and 
B*t  two  of  the  members  of  the  firm, 
and  also  trustees,  cannot,  conjointly 
with  a  third  trustee,  who  is  not  a 
member  of  the  firm,  maintain  an 
action  against  the  indorser,  without 
tome  evidence  of  the  transfer  of  the 
bill  to  them  as  trustees  by  the  firm, 
by  delivery  or  otherwise.  Machell 
V.  KintuoTf  499 

BROKER. 

1%  A  payment  by  the  vendee  of  goods 
to  the  broker  is  good,  if  the  nar**^ 
of  the  principal  be  not  disclosed, 
although  the  vendee  knows  that  the 
broker  sells  for  some  unknown  prin- 
cipal. CampbelH,  HasseU  233 
And  it  malces  no  difference  in  such 
case,  whether  or  not  the  broker  acts 
under  a  del  credere  commission. 

2.  But  a  payment  in  such  case  would 
not  be  good,  if  it  varied  from  the 
original  terms  of  the  contract.  And 
evidence  of  a  custom  to  that  effect 
is  not  admissible.  ib» 

3.  And  the  terms  being  a  bill  at  four 
months,  two  and  a  half  discount  for 
ready  money,  prompt  in  fourteen 
days,  a  payment  by  bill  at  two 
months,  deducting  one  and  a  half 
discount,  is  no  payment  as  against 
the  principal,  although  he  makes  no 
demand  till  after  the  expiration  of 
the  time  of  credit.  1^. 

4.  By  the  custom  of  the  Irish  pro- 
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vision  trade,  the  authority  of  the 
broker  to  sell  the  goods  of  his  prin- 
cipal, (in  the  absence  of  special 
authority  to  the  contrary,)  .expires 
with  the  day  on  which  it  is  given. 
Dickenson  v.  Lilwali»  128 

Qu,  Whether  the  bought  and  sold 
notes  made  by  a  broker  are  not 
sufficient  te  satisfy  the  Statute  of 

'  Frauds,  although  he  makes  no  entry 
in  his  book.  tB. 

5.  It  is  to  be  presumed  that  a  broker 
who  has  bought  goods  for  his  prin- 
cipal has  done  every  thing  requisite, 
according  to  the  usual  course  of 
dealing  for  the  completion  of  the 
purchase.    BovUley.  Bradbury ^  136 

CARRIER. 

1.  In  an  action  against  a  carrier  for 
negligence,  the  defendant  cannot 
read  m  evidence,  an  advertisement  in 
a  newspaper,  by  which  he  limits  his 
responsibility,  unless  he  first  prove 
that  the  plaintiff  was  in  the  habit  of 
reading  that  paper.  —  But  [sendfle) 
an  advertisement  in  the  Gazette  may 
be  read  without  such  preparatory 
proof,  but  without  it,  the  evidence 
is  weak.     Leesony,  ffoltf  186 

2.  The  captain  of  a  vessel  who  carries 
the  goods  of  another,  though  not 
for  hire,  is  bound  to  take  prudent 
care  of  them.  And  if  he  inter* 
meddle  with  the  chest  of  a  seaman, 
who  has  been  casually  left  behind, 
he  is  bound  to  restore  it  to  its 
former  state  of  security,  particu- 
larly if  the  contents  be  valuable. 
Nelson  v.  Macintosh^  237 

CERTIFICATE. 
See  Bankrupt. 

CHARTER-PARTY. 

Under  a  covenant  in  a  charter- 
party  that  tlie  ship  shall  be  pro- 
vided with  every  thing  needful  and 
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necessary  for  the  voyage,  the  owner 
is  bound  to  provide  tne  proper  docu- 
ments as  well  as  necessaries  for  the 
ship  itself. 

And  is  therefore  bound  to  pro- 
vide a  bill  of  healthy  if  it  be  essential 
4j^o  the  performance  of  the  voyage, 
within  a  reasonable  time,  within  the 
intention  of  the  parties.  Levy  v. 
Cosierton^  2 1 2 

COACH-OWNER. 
See  Action  on  the  Case. 

COMPETENCY. 

1.  In  an  action  against  the  owner  of 
a  ship,  for  the  negligence  of  h^ 
pilot,  who  was  employed  both  by 
the  owner  and  by  the  captain,  the 
pilot  is  a  competent  witness  for  the 
defendant,  though  he  has  been  re- 
leased by  him  alone,  and  not  by  the 
captain,     jildr'uh  v.  Simmons ^     214 

2.  y/.  whose  name  has  been  regis- 
tered as  the  part*  owner  of  a  vessel 
on  the  oath  of  B.^  and  has  after- 
wards conveyed  such  share  by  deed 
to  B.^  covenanting  for  the  goodness 
of  his  title,  cannot  be  admitted  to 
prove  by  the  evidence  of  B.  that  he 
had  in  fact  no  interest  in  the  vessel. 
Nkkion  V.  Thomaif  85 

But  fee  the  Addenda. 

3.  The  joint  acceptor  of  a  hill  of 
exchange  is  not  competent  to  prove 
a  set-off  in  an  action  by  the  bolder 
against  the  drawer.  M^iinwaring  v. 
Mytton,  83 

See  Evidence. 

COPYHOLD. 

An  attorney  imy  be  appointed,  for 
the  purpose  of  suffering  a  recovery 
of  copyhold  lands,  as  of  common 
right,  unless  there  be  an  express 
custom  to  the  contrary.  IVymer  v. 
Poge^  9 


COSTS. 

Trespass,  the  breakingr  of   a  jar   is 
sufficient  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  ta* 
full  costs  under  a  count,  alleging  an 
asportation    and  conversion.     Gosson 
V.  Grahamf  55 

COVENANT. 

In  an  action  of  covenant,  it  is  no 
objection  under  the  plea  of  non  est 
factum,  that  the  deed  contains  mate- 
rial qualifications  of  the  covenants 
set  out,  which  qualifications  are  not 
noticed  in  the  declaration.  Gordon 
V.  Gordon,  294 

DEATH. 

Where  a  vessel  is  proved  to  have 
sailed,  and  has  not  been  heard  of  for 
two  or  three  years,  it  is  to  be  pre-^^ 
sumed  that  she  is  lost,  but  at  what 
time  an  individual  who  sailed  on 
board  of  such  vessel  perished,  is  to 
be  collected  by  the  jury  from  the 
particular  circumstances  of  the  case. 
If^atson  v.  King,  121 

DECEIT. 

In  an  action  against  a  vendor  for  a 
deceitful  representation,  the  plain- 
tiff must  prove  that  deceit  was  used 
by  the  defendant  for  the  purpose  of 
throwing  the  plaintiff  off  his  guard, 
and  preventing  him  from  being 
watchful.     Dawes  v.  King^  75 

DEED. 

I.  The  premises  intended  to  be  con^ 
veyed  by  a  deed  of  mortgage,  are 
described  as  the  defendaat's  undi- 
vided moiety,  &c.,  the  d^  after- 
wards professes  to  convey  cU  the 
defendant's  estate,  &c.  in  the  pre- 
mises. This  conveys  the  moiety 
only  to  which  the  defendant  was 
entitled  in  his  own  right,  and  not 
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one  third  part  of  the  same  premises 
in  which  he  was  interested  as  a  co- 
trustee  with  the  lessors  of  the 
plaintiff.  Doe  d.  Raskes  v.  Ander- 
4on9  155 

2.  An  indorsement  on  a  deed  after  it 
has  been  signed  by  the  parties,  but 
written  at  the  same  time  with  the 
sealing  and  delivery,  is  part  of  the 
deed.     Lybum  t.  Warrington^     162 

DEMURRAGE- 

The  plaintiff  having  conveyed  French 
wines  from  Oporto  to  England  for 
the  defendant,  it  is  incumbent  on 
the  defendant  to  procure  an  order 
for  their  landing  from  the  lords  of 
the  treasury,  and  the  plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  recover  for  demurrage, 
during  the  delay  neoessary  for  the 
obtaining  such  order.     Hill  v.  Idle^ 

III 

DISTRESS. 

An  appraisement  of  a  distress  by  the 
person  who  makes  it  is  irregular. 
IVestwoodv,  Cowne,  172 

DOG. 

See  Action  on  the  Case. 

EJECTMENT- 

J.  A  title  having  been  proved  in  A, 
who  continues  in  possession  from 
1809  to  1814,  and  from  whom  the 
lessor  of  the  plaintiff  in  ejectment 
derives  title  in  18 15,  it  is  not  suffi- 

,  cient  for  the  defendant  to  prove  a 
bare  possession  by  himself  during 
the  year  18 14-  Doe  d.  Pitcher  v. 
jfaaenonf  262 

2-  j1,  who  claims  to  hold  lands  under 
j&.  as  a  security  for  a  debt,  cannot 
defend  an  dectment  against  the  as- 
signees of  jB,  after  his  bankruptcy, 
on  the  ground  that  the  grant  under 


which  B.  derives  his  title  from  tbr 
crown  is  void.  Doe  d.  Biddk  v. 
Abrahams^  305 

3-  In  ejectment  on  a  clause  of  re-entry 
in  case  the  tenant  should  assign,  set 
over,  or  otherwise  let  the  demised 
premises,  it  is  not  sufficient  to  prove 
the  defendant  a  stranger  in  posses- 
sion of  the  demised  premises,  and 
his  declaration  that  they  were  de- 
mised to  him  by  another  stranger. 
Doe  v.  PaynCf  %S 

And  such  evidence  would  not  be 
sufficient,  even  if  the  tenant  had 
covenanted  not  to  part  with  the  pos- 
session. i&. 

ENCROACHMENT. 

See  Inclosurx. 

EVIDENCE. 

1.  The  examination  of  a  prisoner  be- 
fore the  magistrate  previous  to  his 
committal,  purports  to  have  been 
taken  on  oath.  Evidence  upon  the 
trial  of  the  prisoner  for  felony  is  not 
admissible,  to  shew  tliat  in  hurt  the 
examination  was  not  on  oath.  Rer 
v.  Snuih  and  Homage^  242 

2.  In  an  action  against  the  owner  of  a 
chartered  vessel  for  negligence,  in 
consequence  of  which  the  plaintiff's 
goods  were  lost,  the  non-arrival  of 
the  vessel  at  her  destined  port  is  not 
even  prima  facie  evidence  of  negh'- 
gence.     Boy  son  v.  IViUon^  236 

3.  The  counterpart  of  a  lease  pur- 
porting to  have  been  executed  by  a 
lessee  of  a  lease  granted  by  the 
mortgagor,  in  conjunction  with  the 
mortgagee  of  certain  premises,  can- 
not be  read  in  evidence  as  against  one 
who  derives  title  under  the  mort- 
gagee, without  some  evidence  of  the 
execution  of  the  original  lease 
(which  has  been  lost)  by  the  mort- 
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Bnt  proof  thait  the  original  lease 
was  signed  b^r  the  mortgagee^  the 
subachbiog  witnesses  not  being 
known,  would  be  sufficient  to  war- 
rant the  reading  of  the  counter-part. 
D9e  d.  Clark  v.  Trapaud^  28 1 

4.  Before  a  document  can  be  read  as  a 
record,  it  must  be  proved  either  that 
it  came  out  of  the  hands  of  the 
officer  of  the  court,  or  from  the  pro- 
per place  of  depositing  the  records 
of  the  court  of  which  it  professes  to 
be  a  record,  and  the  contents  of  the 
document  itself  cannot  be  caUed  in 
aid  in  support  of  such  proof. 
jidamtkwmit  r,  Synget  183 

5.  After  notice  to  produce  a  letter 
written  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  de- 
fendant, parol  evidence  of  its  con- 
tents may  be  given  by  any  one  who 
recollects  the  contents,  although  it 
is  in  the  plaintiff^s  power  to  produce 
the  clerk  who  wrote  the  letter. 
Liebman  v.  PooUy^  167 

But  in  such  case  the  contents  can- 
not be  proved  by  the  production  of 
a  copy  of  the  original  copy.         ib. 

6.  At  the  time  of  luring  a  horse  a  note 
of  the  agreement  is  made,  str.tin^ 
the  time  and  the  price,  the  plaintin 
is  not  precluded  from  proving  by 
parol  evidence  additional  terms  of 
a^pneement.    Jefftrj  v.  Waktm^     267 

7*  In  an  action  on  a  pohcy  on  goods, 
the  bill  of  lading  signed  by  the  cap- 
tain is  not  evidence  to  prove  the 
plaintiff^s  interest  in  the  goodd. 
DUhou  V.  Lodge^  226 

An  allegation  that  the  policy  has 
been  effected  for  the  plaintiffs  by 
jf«,  Bmy  and  C*  is  satisfied  by  proof 
that  it  was  effected  by  the  firm  A. 
and  B.  there  being  in  fact  two  firms 
which  have  two  members  in  com- 
mon.  lb, 

8.  A  solicitor  to  a  third  person  is 
bound  to  produce  his  client's  lease. 


executed  by  the  defendant,  pro- 
vided the  production  will  not  ope- 
rate to  the  prejudice  of  his  client. 
Copeland  v.  IVatUy  o^ 

9.  But  if  the  reading  of  such  a  ix^ 
ciunent  would  operate  to  the  preju- 
dice of  a  thh-d  person,  the  Court  will 
not  direct  it  to  be  read.  Ift. 

10.  Evidence  that  the  lord  of  a  manor 
has  from  time  to  time  erected 
houses  to  the  eiclusion  of  those 
claiming  a  right  of  common,  is  not 
to  be  placed  in  competition  with 
evidence  of  long  enjoyment,  cou^ed 
with  an  acknowledgrment  of  the  de- 
fendant, the  lord  of  the  manor  by 
deed,  that  the  confirmation  of  tile 
comnM>ners  was  essential  to  an  alien- 
ation of  part  of  such  comnon« 
Drury  v.  Moore f  102 

11.  Proof  that  the  plaintiff  wrote  a 
letter  to  the  defendapt,  purporting 
to  contain  a  bill  of  exchange,  with 
directions  how  the  product  should 
be  applied,  and  that  the  defendant 
soon  afterwards  had  a  bill  in  his 
possession,  which  answered  the  de- 
scription contained  in  the  letttor, 
affords  presumptive  evidence,  that 
both  the  letter  and  the  bill  found 
their  way  to  the  defendant.  KUran 
v.  Johnson^  109 

12*  In  order  to  make  the  assignees  of 
a  bankrupt  liable  for  money  had 
and  received  by  the  bankrupt  £^  a 
specific  purpose,  it  is  neoeaiary  to 
prove  that  the  money  came  into 
their  hands,  with  a  knowledge  of 
the  purposes  for  which  it  was 
destined.  ib. 

15.  In  an  action  for  a  penalty  against 
the  master  of  a  coal  vessel,  ,for  the 
dehvery  of  a  ticket  before  the  arri- 
val of  the  vessel,  the  copy  of  the 
certificate  delivered  to  the  clerk  of 
the  market,  describing  the  defend- 
ant as  master  of  the  vessel^  is  not 
004  sufficient 
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sufficient  evidence  to  prove  a  send- 
ing by  the  defendant.     Alldred  v. 

HaHiwelU  117 

14.  But  (jemble)  a  sending  by  him' 
would  be  presumed  on  further 
proof,  that  he  was  master  of  the 
vessel.  ib. 

15.  Policies  of  insurance  having  been 
delivered  to  the  assignees  of  a  bank- 
rupty  one  of  whom  is  since  dead, 
proof  of  an  application  to  the  soli- 
citor under  the  commission  for  such 
policies  who  did  not  know  what 
had  become  of  them,  does  not  war- 
rant the  admission  of  secondary  evi- 
dence.    WUhams  V.    Tounghusbandf 

In  an  action  for  effecting  poli- 
cies of  insurance,  it  is  necessary  to 
prove  their  existence  by  producing 
them.  ^  ih. 

16.  yf.  findeitalces  to  act  as  the  agent 
of  j9.  in  recovering  the  amount  of 
an   insured   cargo,   subject   to   the 

~  superior  claim  of  C,  who  resides 
abroad.  In  an  action  by  B»  against 
A.  to  recover  his  proportional  share 
of  the  amount  recovered  by  J?.,  an 
invoice  sent  by  C  but  to  which  A. 
is  not  privy,  is  not  admissible  in  evi- 
dence against  A,  in  order  to  shew 
the  extent  of  jB.'s  interest.  Mend- 
hmn  V.  Thompson,  3 16 

17.  By  the  contract  between  the 
owners  and  captain  of  an  India  ship, 
the  latter  is  to  receive  a  certain  com- 
pensation in  lieu  of  frroilege  and 
primage ;  a  conversation  between 
the  parties  previous  to  the  contract 
is  evidence  to  shew  in  what  sense 
they  intended  to  use  the  word  pri- 
vilege.    Birch  V.  Depeyitert         210 

18.  A  shipping  entry  at  the  custom- 
house,  although  to  some  purposes  a 
public '<Jocument,  is  not  evidence  to 
affect  the  person  (whose  duty  it  was 
to  cause  the  entry  to  be  made) 


criminallyy  the  materialf  from  wUcb 
the  entry  was  made,  by  the  proper 
officer,  having  been  accidentally  de- 
stroyed. Hughes  V.  IVikont  179 
19.  The  question  being  whether  a 
piece  of  cloth  has  been  returned*  by 
the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  the 
production  of  a  note  by  the  defend- 
ant, in  which  the  plaintiff  requests 
him  to  return  the  piece  by  the 
bearer,  iBfrimdfacitendence  to  shew 
that  the  piece  has  been  retumecL 

And  the  plaintiff  ought  to  call 
the  bearer  of  the  note  to  shew  that 
the  piece  has  not  been  returned 
through  him.     Shepherd  r.  Cttrrief 

-454 
20w  In  an  action  of  replevin,  between 

-  the  assigrnees  of  a  bankrupt  ^who 
was  formerly  tenant  to  A.)  amd  the 
bailiff  who  distrained,  one  issue  », 
whether  the  assignees  are  tenants  to 
A,  A  verdict  against  the  assignees 
on  this  issue,  is  afterwards  conclu- 
sive as  to  the  tenancy  of  the  as- 
signees in  an  action  brought  by  A.- 
for  rent.     Hancock  v.  IVmhf       347 

2 1 .  A  loan  of  money  by  A.  to  B.  is 
net  to  be  inferred  from  the  bare  fact 
that  A.  delivered  a  sum  of  money 
to  B.  which  A.  had  borrowed  from 
another.     Welch  v.  Seahomt        474 

22.  Where  there  is  a  competition  of 
evidence  upon  the  question  whether 
a  security  has  been  satisfied  by  pay- 
ment, the  possession  of  that  secu- 
rity by  the  claimant  ought  to  turn 
the  scale.     Brembridge   v.  Osborne^ 

.  374 

23.  The  assignees  under  a  commission 

of  bankrupt  may  maintain  an  action 
on  a  promissory  note  given  as  a  col- 
lateral security  for  goods  sold  by 
them  to  one  of  the  bankrupts. 
Rawson  v.  Walker ,  361 

The  defendants  undertaking   by 
such  note  to  pay  on  demand^  cannot 
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adduce  evidence  to  shew  a  liability 
on  a  contingency  only,  361 

14.  The  inspection  of  a  record  is 
within  the  peculiar  province  of  the 
Court,  andv  therefore  if  a  doubt 
arise  as  to  any  word  upon  a  record, 
the  Court,  and  not  the  Jury,  must 
resolve  that  doubt.     Rex  v.  ffuchf 

521 

25.  Whether  a  declariition  made  by 
a  person  m  artlculo  m§rtu  be  receiv- 
able or  not  in  evidence,  is  a  question 
for  the  Court.  ii. 

26.  In  an  action  on  a  covenant  by  the 
defendant  to  pay  the  amount  of  all 
bills  drawn  by  mm  and  accepted  by 
the  plaintiff,  it  is  sufficient  for  the 
latter  to  produce  the  bills  drawn  by 
the  defendant  without  going  on  to 
prove  payment  of  such  bills.  Gib- 
hart  V.  Feather stonhaugbt  225 

27.  A>  brings  an  action  against  B.  for 
the  price  of  a  gun  ordered  by  the 
latter,  he  may  read  in  evidence,  for 
a  collateral  purpose,  part  of  a  letter 
written  by  B.  to  him ;  althop^h 
the  remainder  of  the  letter  contams 
directions  for  making  the  gun,  and 
is  not  stamped  as  an  agreement. 
Forsffth  V.  Jervisf  4^7 

28.  A*  states  to  the  father  of  the 
plaintiff  that  he  has  pledged  himself 
to  marry  bis  daughter  in  six  months, 
or  in  a  month  after  Christnuu.  Al- 
though this  varies  from  the  promises 
laid  in  the  special  counts,  it  is  evi- 
dence from  which  the  jury  may  infer 
a  promise  to  marry  generally.  Pot* 
tar  V.  Debootf  82 

s 

EXAMINATION  OF  WIT- 
NESS. 

1.  A  witness  called  to  prove  that  jf. 
and  B»  are  partners,  is  asked  whether 
ji.  has  interfered  in  the  business  of 
B'f  this  is  not  a  leading  question. 
NicboUi  V.  Do'ttuSngf  81 


2.  The  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  may 
sugrgest  to  the  witness  called,  to 
prove  the  partnership  of  several 
members  of  a  firm  who  are  plaintiffs, 
the  names  of  the  component  noem- 
bers  of  the  firm.  It  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  prove  the  several  surnames, 
without  proving  also  the  christian 
names  of  the  members  of  the  firm, 
as  stated  in  the  declaration.  Acerro 
V.  Petroni,  loo 

EXECUTION. 

See  Sheriff,  Bankrupt,  &c. 

Goods  seized  and  sold  by  the  landlord 
under  a  distress  for  rent  without  any 
collusion,  and  purchased  by  a  trus- 
tee of  the  tenant's  estate  under  an 
assignment  by  such  tenant,  for  the 
benefit  of  the  creditors,  out  of  the 
trust  funds,  are  not  Uable  to  be 
taken  in  execution  by  an  annuity 
and  judgment  creditor,  although  they 
are  permitted  by  the  trustees  to  re- 
main in  the  possession  of  the  tenant. 
GuibrU  V.  IVoodi  367 

EXECUTOR- 
See  Administrator. 

FELONY. 

A  deed  hj  which  a  felon,  on  the 
eve  of  his  trial  for  a  capital  offence, 
assigns  his  property  to  another,  can- 
not be  supported  without  proof  of 
consideration.   Sbaw  r.  Bran,    319 

FOREIGN  JUDGMENT. 

If  a  colonial  court  has  a  seal  which 
b  used  occasionally,  a*  judgment 
cannot  be  given  in  evidence  iriiich 
is  not  under  the  seal  of  the  Cour^ 
although  the  seal  has  been  so  much 
worn  as  to  be  incapable  of  making 
an  impression,  and  it  is  not  sufficient 
to  produce  a  document  pur{>ortbg 

to 
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to  be  a  judgment  under  the  hand 
abd  seal  of  j1.  who  is  certified  by 
£.  a  notary  public,  to  be  the  chief 
clerk  of  the  Coiurt ;  B»  being 
proved  by  a  certificate  from  the 
governor  under  the  great  seal  of  the 
colony,  to  be  a  notary  public. 
Cavan  v.  Su^artf  525 

A  judgment  and  execution  in  the 
island  of  Jamaica  by  a  third  party 
against  the  defendant  as  the  gar- 
nishee of  the  plaintiff,  cannot  be  set 
up  as  a  detoce  to  an  action  by  the 
plaintiff  here  without  either  shewing 
that  the  plaintiff  was  summoned,  or 
at  least  that  he  was  once  upon  the 
isUnd,  although,  in  the  proceedings 
the  plaintiff  is  denominated  an  ab- 
seniee*  ib. 

FORGERY. 

A  forged  order  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  a  reward  for  the  appre- 
hension, k.Q,  of  a  vagrant  is  not  a 
forgery  within  the  st.  7  G.  a.  c.  22, 
unless  it  contain  the  requisites  pre- 
tcribed  by  the  st.  17  G.  2.  c.  5.  s.  5, 
although  it  is  drawn  in  the  same 
form  as  orders  in  that  county 
tisually  have  been  drawn.  Rex  v. 
Rtub  worthy  396 

FORM  OF  ACTION. 

A»  having  reqovered  danuiges  against 
jB.  for  driving  hold-fastt  into  jiJ*% 
wall,  in  order  to  support  a  nuisance 
brings  a  second  action  of  trespass 
for  tne  continuance. 

SaMit  the  form  of  the  aecond 
action  should  be  case  and  not  tres- 
pass.    Lawrence  v.  ObeCf  22 

FRAUD. 

The  agent  of  the  vendor  of  a  picture 
knowing  that  the  vendee  labours 
under  a  delusion  with  respect  to  the 
picture,  which  materially  influences 


his  judgment,  permits  him  to  make 
the  purchase  without  removing  that 
delusion—- die  sale  is  void.  IfiU  v. 
Gray,  434 

FRAUDS,  STATUTE  OF. 

1.  A  written  proposal  to  pay  a  moiety 
of  tlie  debt  of  another,  it  the  creditor 
will  at  a  specified  time  of  meeting 
accept  the  proposal  and  discharge 
the  debtor,  is  not  binding,  unless  the 
creditor  accede  to  the  terms  in  writ- 
ing.    Gaunt  V.  Hill,  10 

2.  An  agreement  to  occupy  lodgings 
at  a  yearly  rent,  payable  in  quarterly 
portions,  (the  occupation  to  com- 
mence on  a  future  day,)  is  an  agree- 
ment relating  to  an  mterest  in  uind, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  fourth 
section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  /n- 
man  v.  Stamp,  12 

3.  j1.  having  commenced  certain  bu- 
siness for  B.  which  he  has  under- 
taken, refuses  to  proceed  without  a 
promise  from  C.  to  pay  the  further 
expences,  C.  is  not  liable  on  such  a 
promise  without  a  note  in  writing. 
Barber  v.  Fox,  270 

FRAUDULENT  REMOVAL. 

Although  double  the  value  of  goods 
fraudulently  removed  to  prevent  a 
distress,  does  not  exceed  50A,  it  is 
competent  to  the  party  in|ured  to 
proceed-either  by  action  or  in  a  tum* 
mary  way  before  a  magistrate. 
Horiefall  r.  Davy,  169 

And  the  fact  of  his  having,  in  thie 
first  instance,  made  his  complaint 
before  a  magistrate^  will  not  pre- 
clude him  from  afterwards  maintain- 
ing an  action.  ib» 

FRAUDULENT  PREFER- 
ENCE. 

See  Bankrupt. 

FRIENDLY 
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FRIENDLY  SOCIETY. 

A  friendly  society  whose  rules  have  been 
allowed  by  the  magistratesy  and  re- 
gistered in  London^  afterwards  hold 
their  meetings  in  Middlesex,  the  jus- 
tices of  Middlesex  have  jurisdiction 
to  decide  uuon  complaints  made  by 
members  ot   the  society.      Rex  v. 

,  Gash^  441 

Upon  a  complaint  made  by  an  ex- 
cluded member.  A*  and  B.^  the  then 
stewards,  are  duly  summoned^  and  an 
order  is  made  by  two  justices  that 
such  stewards  and  other  members  of 
the  society  shall  forthwith  rein- 
state the  complainant.  The  order  is 
served  upon  A.  and  j9.  after  they 
have  ceased  to  be  stewards ;  but  it  is 
Aill  obligatory  upon  them,  as  mem- 
bers of  the  society,  to  attempt  to  rein- 
state the  complainant,  and  their  hav- 
ing  ceased  to  be  stewards  is  no  jus- 
tification of  entire  neglect  on  their 
part.  ih. 

GUARANTEE. 

1.  An  agent  in  this  country  for  mer- 
chants the  sellers  of  goods  in  Russiof 
iwho  guarantees  <<  that  the  shipment 
<'  shall  be  in  conformity  with  the 
««  revenue  laws  of  Great  Britamf  so 
**  that  no  impediment  shall  arise 
**  upon  the  importation  thereof,  or 
<'  that  in  de£sult,  the  consequence 
**  shall  rest  with  the  sellers,"  makes 
himself  personally  responsible  to  the 
buyer.     Redheads.  Cator^  14 

2.  An  impediment  arising  from  non- 
compliance with  the  Navigation  Act, 
is  an  impediment  within  &  terms  of 
the  guarantee.  ib, 

3*  Such  a  guarantee  is  not  within  the 
Statute  cd  Frauds,  if  fhe  terms  of  the 
agreement  can  be  collected  from  the 
written  correspondence  between  the 
parties.  ih. 

4.  A.  engages  to  guarantee  the  amount 


of  goods  supplied  by  B.  to  C.  pro- 
vided 1 8  months'  credit  be  given,  if 
B.  grive  credit  for  1 2  months  only, 
he  is  not  entitled  at  the  expiration 
of  six  months  more,  to  call  upon  A. 
on  his  guarantee.  But  B.  having 
after  the  commencement  of  the  ac- 
tion delivered  an  invoice,  from  which 
it  appears  that  credit  was  given  for 
1 2  months  only,  is  at  liberty  to  shew 
that  this  was  a  mistake^  and  that 
in  fact  1 8  months'  credit  was  given. 
Bacon  V.  Chesney,  192 

HIGHWAY. 

The  inhabitants  of  a  parish  plead  that 
the  inhabitants  of  a  particular  dis- 
trict are  bound  by  prescription  to 
repair  all  common  highways  situate 
within  that  district,  save  and  except 
one  common  highway  within  the  faid 
district,  the  plea  may  be  supported, 
although  it  appear  that  the  excepted 
highway  is  of  recent  date.  Rex  v. 
Jnhahitants  of  Ecclesjteldf  393 

In  such  a  plea  it  is  unnecessary  to 
state  by  whom  the  excepted  high- 
way i}  repairable.  ib. 

HUNDRED. 

Proof  that  the  mob,  after  breaking 
open  the  door,  tearing  down  the 
window-frames,  and  doing  other  se* 
nous  damage  to  a  house,  were  inter- 
rupted in  tneir  proceedings  by  a  mi- 
litary force,  is  evidence  from  whidi  a 
beginning  to  demolish  (in  an  action 
against  the  hundred)  is  to  be  pre- 
sumed ;  but  if  the  mob  after  commit- 
ting such  mischief  voluntarily  retire, 
without  proceeding  to  demolition^ 
it  is  a  question  for  the  jury,  whether 
there  was  a  beginning  to  demolish* 
Lord  King  v.  Chamhers  attdAnother^ 

INCLOSURE. 

A  party  who  has  enjoyed  an  encrcwch- 
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xnent  upon  a  common  for  more  than 
twenty  years,  is  not  precluded  from 
shewing  such  enjoyment,  when  his 
'  title  is  disputed,  by  having  subse- 
quently accepted  a  conveyance  of 
contiguous  land,  in  which  the  land 
in  dispute  is  described  as  waste  land. 
Doe  d.  Bishop  of  London^  iufc.  v. 
fVrighi,  349 

INDICTMENT. 

1.  If  the  description  of  a  highway 
in  an  indictment  for  the  non-repair 
of  it  be  too  indefinite,  being  equally 
applicable  to  several  highways,  ad- 
vantage should  be  taken  by  plea  in 

^  abatement,  and  the  description  given, 
if  true  in  fact,  cannot  be  objected 
to  at  the  trial  under  the  plea  of  the 
general  issue.     Rex  v.  Inhabitants  of 
Hammerfmlthy  357 

2.  An  indictment  will  not  lie  for  a  de- 
ceitful representation  and  warranty 
of  the  soundness  of  a  horse.  Rex 
v.  Pywellf  403 

3.  Upon  an  indictment  for  winning 
more  than  10/.  at  one  sitting,  &c. 
under  the  statute  9  Ann.  c.  14. 
s.  5.  the  defendant  may  be  con- 
victed of  winning  a  less  sum  than 
that  stated  in  the  indictment.  Rex 
v.  Hill  Darley^  359 

4.  The  Court  will  not  grant  a  new 
trial  after  a  defendant  has  been  .  ac- 

Suitted  upon  an  indictment,  although 
tie  acquittal  was  founded  upon  a 
misdirection  by  the  judge.  Rex  v. 
Cahm  and  Jacobs  516 

INN  OF  COURT. 

Under  a  bond  conditioned  for  the  due 
payment  to  the  society  of  Lincoln's 
Inui  all  such  sums  as  should  from 
time  to  time  become  due  and  pay- 
able, according  to  the  customs  and 
orders  of  the  society ;  the  obhgor 
camiot   dispute  such  payments   as 


were  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of 
the  bond,  considered  as  dues  to  the 
society.  Earl  of  Rosslyn  v.  Jod' 
drellt  147 

INNKEEPER. 

1.  If  a  guest  at  an  inn  deposit  his 
goods  in  a  room,  which  he  uses  as  a 
warehouse,  and  of  which  he  has  the 
exclusive  possession^  the  innkeeper  is 
not  liable  for  the  loss.  Famtuorth 
V.   Packwoodt  249 

2.  An  innkeeper,  though  licensed  to 
let  post-horsey,  is  not  liable  to  an 

.  action  for  refusing  to  supply  them 
for  a  guest.     Dicas  v.  Htdes^      247 

3.  The  master  of  an  hotel  is  not  re- 
sponsible for  the  washing  of  the 
linen  of  the  guests  at  bis  house. 
Callard  v.   Whlte^  171 

INSURANCE. 

1.  Goods  having  been  detained  by  a 
foreign  power  are  afterwards  restored 
— as  between  the  assurer  and  the  as- 
sured— a  yielding  up  of  the  goods 
quasi  In  integro  is  to  be  considered 
as  a  restoration,  notwithstanding 
some  spoliation  during  the  detention. 
Jordalne  v.  Cornwall^  6 

2.  A  voyage  from  Riga  to  HuU  is 
commenced  before  a  licence  has  been 
obtained,  which  is  necessary  to 
legahze  the  voyage,  but  under  a 
reasonable  expectation  that  a  licence 
has  been  obtained ;  an  insurance 
having  been  effected  here  by  an 
agent  in  England^  after  a  licence  had 
been  obtained,  the  assured  is  entitled 
to  a  return  of  premium*  Henry  ▼. 
Staniforthy  254 

3.  A  hcence  is  granted  to  A.  and  B. 
for  permitting  vessels,  bearing  any 
flag  to  import  certain  specified  ar- 
ticles ;  in  order  to  shew  the  legality 
of  the  voyage  in  an  action  against 
an  insurefy  it  is  sufficient  to  shew 

that 
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that  the  licence  has  been  applied  to 
the  ship  and  voyage  in  question,  with- 
out further  connecting  the  plaintiff 
with  j1,  and  JB,  to  whom  the  licence  - 
was  granted.    Butler  v.  Alnuttf    222 

4.  If  articles  not  specified  in  the 
licence  be  imported  along  with 
others  which  are  specified,  isemhky) 
the  licence  will  still  enure  to  the  pro- 
tection of  those  articles  which  are 
specified.— The  licence  having  been 
deposited  in  the  custom-house  and 
accidentally  destroyed,  it  is  to  be 
presumed,  that  the  time  of  clearance, 
as  required  by  the  order  in  council, 
was  indorsed  upon  it,  upon  its  being 
shewn,  that  without  such  indorse- 
ment, the  CUP  torn-house  would  not 
have  permitted  the  entry  to  have 
been  made.     Butler  v.  Allnutt^    222 

5.  A  merchant  ship  (under  a  mis- 
take) is  taken  in  tow  by  a  British 
ship  of  war,  and  is  thereby  exposed 
to  a  tempestuous  sea,  which  injures 

.  goods  on  board  of  her,  this  is  a  loss 
nrom  the  perils  of  the  sea; — but 
sembUf  since  the  loss  resulted  from 
restraint  by  a  ship  of  war,  it  might 
have  been  alleged  to  have  been  oc- 
casioned by  capture  and  detention. 
Hagedorn  v.  Whitmore^  157 

6*  By  the  terms  of  the  policy,  the 
underwriter  binds  himself  to  pay 
average  separately,  on  each  parti- 
cular package  of  the  goods  insured, 
this  stipulation  does  not  preclude  the 
assured  from  recovering  an  average 
loss  upon  the  whole  exceeding  three 
per  cent,  under  the  usual  clause  in 
the  policy.  ib, 

7.  And  in  such  case,  although  se- 
Teral  packages  remain  uninjured, 
they  are  to  be  included  in  the 
average.  ib, 

8.  An  insurer,  who  desires  the  as- 
sured to  do  what  he  conceives  to 
l>e  the  best  under  the  drcumstancesy 
is  bound  by  what  the  latter  does 


in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discre- 
tion, 157 

9.  A  policy  is  effected  on  the  plain- 
tifPs  share  of  goods,  valued  at  ^ool. 
but  upon  its  turning  out  that  the 
plaintiff's  interest  was  larger,  the 
wor^  are  added  in  the  margin  of 
the  policy  on  the  plaintiff's  share 
of  goods,  say  one- fifth,  valued  at 
1 000/.  to  which  the  defendant's  ini- 
tials were  subscribed,  the  declara- 
tion need  not  notice  the  original 
stipulation.    Rolnnson  v.  Tobiuf  336 

10.  To  constitute  a  stranding,  it  is 
essential  that  the  vessel  should  be 
stationary,  the  striking  on  a  rock, 
where  the  vessel  remains  for  a  minute 
and  a  half  only,  is  not  a  stmnding, 
though  she  thereby  receives  an  in- 
jury, which  eventually  proves  fatal. 
Macdouglt  V.  The  Royal  Exchange 
Assurance  Company ^  130 

11.  An  averment  of  loss  by  perils  of 
the  seas,  is  not  supported  by  proof 
that  the  vessel  was  sunk  in  conse- 
quence of  being  fired  upon  by  an- 
other vessel  under  a  mistake.  Cu/- 
len  V.  Butler i  138 

12.  An  insured  vessel  arrives  at  the 
port  of  Kinsale  on  the  24th  of  JVb- 
vember ;  on  the  14th  of  December^ 
a  second  survey  is  had,  when  it  is 
foand  that  the  expences  of  the  re- 
pairs will  exceed  the  value  of  the 
ship,  notice  of  abandonment  to  the 
insurers  in  London  on  the  6th  of 
January  is  too  late,  jildridge  v. 
Bell,  498 

13.  A  vessel  strikes  upon  a  rock  and 
remains  fixed  there  for  the  space  of 
fifteen  or  twenty  minutes,  ill  conse- 
quence of  which  she  sustains  a  ma- 
terial injury.  This  constitutes  a 
stranding.    Baker  v.  Towry,       436 

14.  An  insured  vessel  is  warranted  to 
carry  a  French  licence,  it  is  not  suf- 
ficient to  shew  that  the  captain  of 
the  vesKl  in  18139  before  tlU  veisel 
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sailed  fronf  DantztCf  received  a  do- 
cument which  purported  to  be  a 
French  hcence,  without  shewing  that 
he  received  it  from  some  officer  or 
person  in  authority  under  the  French 
government;  but  proof  that  after 
the  arrival  of  the  vessel  at  Bourdeamxf 
she  was  allowed  to  remain  there  for 
upwards  of  a  month  after  an  inspec- 
tion of  the  French  licence  and  other 
documents  by  the  officer  of  the 
French  government ,  is prim^ facie  evi- 
dence  that  the  document  is  genuine. 
Everth  v.  Tunnoy  $08 

INTEREST. 

1.  The  plaintiff  in  an  action  of  debt  on 
a  ju<^rinent  recovered  in  Jamaica^ 
is  not  entitled  to  recover  interest. 
jitkuwm  V.  Lord  Braybrookf       219 

2.  In  an  action  to  recover  interest  on 
monies  advanced  to  the  defendant  by 
a  banking-house^  it  is  not  sufficient 
to  shew  that  it  was  the  general 
custom  of  the  house  to  charge  in- 
terest calculated  upon  half-yearly 
rests,  without  shewing  also  that  the 
defendant  knew  that  such  was  the 
practice.     Moore  v.  Voughtont    487 

3.  A  bond  conditioned  for  the  pay- 
ment of  a  speciBed  sum  to  ^.,  after 
the  death  01 B*  and  C.y  and  the  sur- 
vivor of  them,  will  bear  interest 
after  the  death  of  B.  and  C,  al- 
though the  engagement  was  per- 
fectly voluntary.  And  although 
the  principal  was  payable  on  a  con- 
tingency. ■'  Hellier  v.  Franklin^   291 

One  issue  in  such  case  having 
been  taken  on  the  plea  of  payment, 
according  to  the  condition  of  the 
bondy  the  defendant  is  not  entitled 
to  a  verdict  oft  that  issue,  on  proof 
of  payment  of  the  principal  without 
interest. 

Qu,  Whether  in  such  case  after 
paymtiif  of  the  principal,  an  action 


can  be  maintained  for  the  interest 
only.  291 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

An  agreement  between  landlord  and 
tenant  that  the  latter  shall  be  at 
liberty  to  quit  at  Lady-day  i8i4» 
in  which  event  the  former  under- 
takes to  take  the  fixtures  at  a  valu- 
ation, or  to  permit  the  tenant  to  let 
the  house  to  a  respectable  tenant, 
creates  an  option  to  be  exercised  by 
the  tenant,  in  case  he  gives  up  the 
premises. 

A  letting  by  the  tenant  to  an 
under-tenant  till  Lady-day  1814,  is 
not  an  exercise  of  his  right  of 
option.     CoUon  v.  Ltngbam^  39 

LEASE. 

A  lease  contains  a  proviso  for  re-entry, 
in  case  the  rent  shall  be  twenty-one 
days  in  arrear,  and  there  shall  be  no 
sufficient  distress  on  the  premises; 
the  landlord,  who  distrains  bmre 
the  expiration  of  the  twenty-one 
days,  but  continues  in  possession  of 
the  distress  upon  the  premises  until 
after  the  expiration  of  twenty-one 
days,  does  not  thereby  waive  his 
right  of  re-entry.  Doe  d.  Taylor 'w, 
'  Johnson^  41 1 

LIBEL. 

In  an  action  for  a  libel  contained  in  a 
letter  transmitted  by  tne  defendant 
to  the  plaintiff,  by  means  of  a  third 
person,  it  is  a  question  for  the  jury 
whether  there  has  Ix'  n  any  publica- 
tion of  the  libel,  except  to  the  plain- 
tiff himself,  and  if  there  has  not,  the 
defendant  is  entitled  to  their  verdict. 
CluUerbuck  v.  Chaffers^  47 1 

LIEN. 
I .  A.  having  repaired  a  carriage  for  ^., 
allows  him  to  take  it  away  From  time 

to 


INDEX- 


555 


to  time;  he  cannot  afterwards  de- 
tain it  fbr  the  amount  of  the  repairs : 
neither  can  he  detain  it  upon  a  claim 
for  standagey  without  an  express 
contract  to  pay  for  standage,  or 
unless  the  owner  leaves  it  upon  the 
premises  beyond  a  reasonable  time 
after  notice.     Hartley  ▼.  Hitchcock^ 

408 

2.  ^.  at  Bfiitol  sella  goods  to^.  to  be 
paid  for  by  S»'s  acceptance  of  a  bill 
to  be  drawn  by  A. :  the  goods  are 
weighed,  but  remain  in  JiJ*%  ware- 
house, who  omits  to  draw  the  bill. 
B,  sells  a  specific  and  ascertained 
portion  of  these  goods  to  C.  in 
London^  who  pays  for  them  and 
transmits  B*%  order  to  jA.  for  the  de- 
livery of  them.  On  the  fourth  day 
after  ^.'s  receipt  of  the  order,  i?. 
becomes  bankrupt,  and  then,  and  not 
before,  A.  refuses  to  deliver  the 
eoods  to  C*f  insisting  that  he  has  a 
aen  upon  them  for  the  price.  —  C, 
may  maintain  trover  against  ji. ;  for 
he  was  bound  at  all  events  to  notify 
his  refusal  immediately.  Green  v. 
Haythomif  A47 

And  {temhle)  having  neglected  to 
draw  the  bill,  and  having  furnished 
B.  with  samples  to  go  into  the 
market  with,  and  having  obeyed 
several  orders  of  ^.'s  for  the  de- 
livery of  portions  of  the  goods  to 
different  sub-vendees,  he  could  not 
have  insisted  upon  any  lien,  even  if  he 
had  given  immediate  notice.  ib» 

3.  A,  whilst  he  is  solvent  and  resident 
at  Calcutta^  directs  B,  at  Bombay  to 
remit  certain  proceeds  to  C.  in  Eng- 
land  who  is  in  the  habit  of  accept  • 
ing  bills  for  A,^  this  order  is  exe- 
cuted by  B.  without  fraud,  but  after 
an  act  of  bankruptcy  committed  by 
A. ;  C.  has  a  tten  on  the  sum  re- 
ceived fbr  his  balance.  Atsigneei  of 
Jamuton  v.  Hodtony  150 

4.  In  an  issue  oat  of  chancery  to  try 

7 


a  question  of  /im,  the  term  is  to  be 
understood  in  its  legal  sense,  which 
imports  an  authority  either  to  pos- 
sess or  to  retain.  Assignees  of  Hoi' 
land  V.  Assignees  of  Humble^  143 
An  order  by  A.  to  J?.,  directing 
the  latter  to  pay  over  to  C*  a  ere* 
ditor  oiA.%  the  proceeds  of  a  cargo 
consigned  by  A.  to  j?.,  creates  no 
lien  in  favour  of  C  ib. 

LIMITATIONS,   ST  A- 
TUTE  OF. 

1.  A  qualified  admission  by  a  party 
who  fvlies  on  an  objection,  whica 
would  at  any  time  have  been  a  good 
defence  to  the  action,  does  not  take 
a  case  out  of  the  Statute  of  Limit* 
ations.     De  la  Torre  v.  Barclay  f      7 

2.  In  order  to  take  a  case  out  of  the 
Statute  of  Limitations  in  an  action  on 
a  promissory  note,  it  is  not  sufficient 
to  shew  a  payment  by  a  joint  maker 
of  the  note  to  the  payee  within  six 
years,  so  as  to  throw  it  upon  the 
defendant  to  shew  that  the  pay- 
ment wa%  not  made  on  acdbunt  of 
the  note.     Holme  v.  Green,         488 

An  acknowledgment  by  one  part- 
ner to  bind  another  in  such  case 
must  be  clear  and  explicit.  ib, 

MALICIOUS  ARRESTS,  PRO- 
SECUTIONS, &c. 

1 .  Averment  in  an  action  for  a  mali- 
cious arrest,  that  the  defendant  de- 
tained the  plaintiff  until  hefonndbasL 
If  some  detention  be  proved>  it  is 
sufficient  to  support  the  action,  al- 
though no  bail  was  put  in.  Bristow 
V.  Heytuoodf  48 

2.  An  averment  that  the  suit  is  wholly 
ended  and  determined,  is  evidenced 
by  proof  of  the  rule  to  discontinue 
upon  payment  of  costs,  and  that  the 
costs  were  taxed  and  paid.  ib. 

3.  A.  having  by  his  laches  lost  all  right 
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(who  are  partners,)  after  notice  by 
jf*  that  he  will  not  be  answerable  for 
any  goods  subsequently  sent,  it  is  in- 
cumbent on  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action 
for  the  amount  of  such  goods,  to 
prove  some  act  of  adoption  on  the 
part  of  A*i  or  that  he  has  derived 
benefit  from  the  goods*  WtUis  v. 
Dyton^  1 64 

9.  Assumpsit  against  four,  three  of 
whom  have  been  outlawed ;  an  ad- 
mission by  the  fourth,  that  he  was 
in  partnership  with  the  other  three,  is 
evidence  as  against  that  fourth,  of  a 
joint  promise  by  all  the  four.  Sang" 
"ier  V*  Ma%arredoj  1 62 

A.fter  the  actual  dissolution  of  a 
^  artnership  between  A.  and  j9.,  A. 
accepts  a  bill  in  the  name  of  the 
partnership,  bearing  date  before  the 
dissolution,  an  indorsee  who  takes 
the  bill  without  notice  of  the  disso- 
lution, cannot  enforce  the  bill  against 
B.     Wrightson  v.  PuUan^  yi^ 

1 1 .  A  written  notice  of  the  dissolution 
of  a  partnership  redtine  the  dissolu- 
tion, and  signed  by  the  parties  in 
order  to  its  insertion  in  the  Gaxettcy 
may  be  read  in  evidence  to  prove  no- 
tice of  the  dissolution,  although  it 
has  not  been  stamped.  Jeniitu  v. 
BlizarJf  418 

12.  Proof  of  the  insertion  of  such  no- 
tice, although  but  once  in  a  news- 
paper taken  in  by  the  party  sought 
to  be  affected  by  the  notice,  and  leh 
at  his  house  in  the  usual  course,  is 
evidence  to  be  left  to  a  jury,  without 
strict  proof  that  the  paper  ever 
reached  the  party.  But  the  most 
usual  and  prudent  course  in  such 
cases  is  to  give  notice  by  a  circular 
letter.  ik 

PATENT. 

I.  In  the  specification- of  a  patent  for 
an  fm^rovr J  instrument,  it  is  essential 
to  point  out  precisely  what  if  new 
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.  of  action  on  a  note  indorsed  by  B.f 
arrests  B»9  and  afterwrards  discon- 
tinues the  action^  these  circumstancea 
do  not  of  themselves  so  exclude  all 
probable  cause  as  to  afibrd  a  pre- 
sumption of  malice,  48 
4«  Averment  that  ^.  before  a  magis- 
trate maliciously  charged  £.  with 
felony ;  the  information  contains  a 
mere  charge  of  tortious  conversion 
upon  which  a  warrant  for  felony 
was  improperly  founded;  the  va- 
riance is  fatal.    Tempest  v.  Chambers^ 

5.  A  declaration  in  an  action  for  a 
malicious  prosecution^  which  alleges 
that  the  defendant  charged  the  plain* 
tiff  with  felony,  is  supported  by  evi- 
dence that  the  defendant  stated  to 
the  magistrate  that  he  had  been 
robbed  of  specific  articles,  and  that 
he  suspected  and  believed,  and  had 
good  reaSCn  to  suspect  and' believe, 
that  the  plaintiff  had  stolen  them. 
Davis  v.  Noaky  370 

6.  A  plaintiff,  who,  acting  under  what 
he  conceives  to  be  sound  advice, 
takes  the  defendant  in  execution, 
after  he  has  taken  the  defendant's 
bail  in  execution,  is  not  liable  to  an 
action  for  maliciously  arresting  the 
defendant,  although  previous  to  the 
arrest,  he  had  notice  from  the  de- 
fendant  that  his  proceeding  was  il- 
legal.    Snow  V.  Allen^  502 

MALICIOUS  STABBING. 

Ib  order  to  bring  an  offender  within 

the  clause  of  the  st.  43  G.  3.  c.  58. 

6.  I.  for   stabbing   with   intent* to 

resist  a  lawful   apprehension  by  a 

,  private  person,  for  cutting  a  third 

'■'.  T  pjerson,  it  is  essential  that  the  person 

ij^prehending  should  have  been  pre- 

'  J||lMji|tt  the  commission  of  the  offence, 

or^lliat  he  should  be  armed  with  the 

aQthorityiipf  a  warrant.     Rem  v, 

Df$mf '    ;  ^  246 


MEDICAL  BROKERAGE. 
See  Agreemekt. 

NAVIGATION  ACT. 

A  vessel  not  actually  built  in  Russtsf 
.  but  repaired  there  at  an  expence  ex- 
ceeding two-thirds  of  the  whole 
value$  is  not  of  the  built  of  Russia 
under  the  Navigation  Act,  although 
she  is  so  considered  by  the  laws  of 
.  Riissia,     Redhead  v.  Cator^  14 

NEGLIGENCE. 

See  CoAcii-owNER.     Action  on  tub 

Case. 

NOTICE. 

Service  of  notice  on  the  wife  of  the 
defendant's  attorney  at  his  lodgings^ 
to  produce  a  lease,  on  the  evening 
before  the  trial  is  insufficient.  Doe 
d.  IVartney  v.  Qrey^  283 

.  PARTNERSHIP. 

1.  A  father  who  holds  out  to  the 
world  that  his  son  is  his  partner,  and 
who  sends  bills,  and  signs  receipts 
in  their  joint  names,  in  an  action 
brought  in  his  own  name,  .is  not  pre- 
cluded from  shewing  that  his  son  is 
not  a  partner.      Glossop  v.  Coimanj 

2.  In  an  action  against  one  of  several 
members  of  a  society  estabUshed  un- 
der a  deed  of  copartnership,  for 
goods  supplied  to  the  society,  the' 
defendant  may  be  proved  to  be  a 
partner  by  parol  evidence,  without 
producing  the  deed.  And  tpQ  en- 
tries in  a  book  containing  a  leg^fd  of 
the  proceedings  of  the  soci^tft,  pro- 
duced at  the  meetinors,  a^*9ppn  to 
the  inspection  of  all  thempibers,  arc 
admissible  in  evidencri^aiast  the  de- 
fendant after  he  has  been  proved  to 

be 
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be  a  member  of  the  society.    Al" 
dersou  ▼•  Clay^  405 

3*  A*  leceiTUiga  bill  of  exchimge  in 
payment  for  part  of  a  lot  of  cattle, 
jointly  purchased  by  himself  and  B*^ 
indorses  the  bill  to  B*^  and  B,  in- 
dorses it  over^  the  bill  being  disho- 
nouredy  B^  promises  to  pay  to  A* 
half  of  the  amount  if  he  wiU  take  it 
up  :  A^  after  taking  it  up  cannot 
naiBtain  an  action  against  B*^  whilst 
the  partnership  account  remains  un- 
liquidated*    Rohon  ▼•  Curtiit       78 

4.  Primd  facte  evidence  of  a  partner- 
ship having  been  given,  the  declara- 
tion of  one  partner  is  evidence  aranst 
another  partner.    NkholU  v.  Vow- 

5.  By  the  terms  of  a  deed  of  cepart- 
nership,  a  house  is  to  be  used  and 
occupied  by  the  copartners  during 
the  copartnership.  After  a  disso- 
lution of  partnership,  no  notice  to 
quit  is  necessary  previous  to  an  ac- 
tion of  ejectment  against  a  copart- 
ner. Notice  by  a  copartner  that 
the  partnership  bos  been  dttiohoed^  is 
evidence  as  against  him,  that  it  has 
been  dissolved  by  competent  means, 
and  therefore  is  evidence  of  a  disso- 
lution by  deed,  if  a  deed  be  essential 
to  such  dissolution.  Doe  d.  Wtutb- 
numr.Mileit  1 81 

6.  A*  and  B»  are  partners,  and  also  co- 
part-owners  of  a  vessel,  an  admission 

' .  by^*  as  to  a  subject  of  copart-owner- 
ahip,  but  not  of  copartnership,  is  not 
admissible  against  j9.  Jaggersv.Bin- 
rnngst  64 

7.  A.  knows  that  an  intention  between 
B.  and  C.  to  dissolve  their  partner- 
ship is  in  the  course  of  execution,  if 
A.  afterwards  insist  upon  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  partnership,  it  lies 
upon  him  to  shew  that  the  inten- 
tion has  been  abandoned.  PeUerson 
▼•  }EtOCiHuruKf$  71 

8.  Goods  are  supplied  to  A*  and  B^ 

you  I. 


(who  are  partners,)  after  notice  by 

A.  that  he  will  not  be  answerable  for 
any  goods  subsequently  sent,  it  is  in- 
cumbent on  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action 
for  the  amount  of  such  goods,  to 
prove  some  act  of  adoption  on  the 
part  of  A*f  or  that  he  has  derived 
benefit  from  the  goods.  WilBs  v. 
DytoHj  164 

9.  Auumpsit  against  four,  three  of 
whom  have  been  outlawed ;  an  ad- 
mission by  the  fourth,  that  he  was 
in  partnership  vnth  the  other  three,  is 
evidence  as  against  that  fourth,  of  a 
joint  promise  by  all  the  four.  Sang' 
iter  V.  MoKorredof  102 

10.  After  the  actual  dissolution  of  a 
partnership  between  A,  9nd  B.,  A* 
accepts  a  bill  in  the  name  of  the 
partnership,  bearing  date  before  the 
dissolution,  an  indorsee  who  takes 
the  bill  without  notice  of  the  disso- 
lution, cannot  enforce  th^  bill  against 

B.  Wnghson  v.  PtilLmt  375 

1 1 .  A  written  notice  of  the  dissolutio!| 
of  a  partnership  redtine  the  dissoli^- 
tion,  and  signed  by  the  parties  in 
order  to  its  insertion  in  the  GazettCf 
may  be  read  in  evidence  to  prove  no- 
tice of  the  dissolution,  although  it 
has  not  been  stamped.  JenlSns  v. 
BltvcMrd^  418 

12.  Proof  of  the  insertion  of  such  no- 
tice, although  but  once  in  a  news- 
paper taken  in  by  the  party  soueht 
to  be  affected  by  the  notice,  and  &ft 
at  his  house  in  the  usual  course,  is. 
evidence  to  be  left  to  a  jury,  without 
strict  proof  that  the  paper  ever 
reached  the  party.  But  the  most 
usual  and  prudent  course  in  such 
cases  18  to  give  notice  by  a  circular 
letter.  ih* 

PATENT. 

I.  In  the  specification  of  a  patent  for 
an  m^ovr J  instrument,  it  is  essential 
to  point  out  precisely  what  it  new 
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and  what  is  old,  and  it  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  give  a  general  description  of 
the  construction  of  the  instrument 
without  making  such  distinction^ 
although  a  plate  is  annexed,  contain- 
ing a  detached  and  separate  repre- 
sentation of  the  parts  in  which  the 
improyement  consists.  Macfmtlane 
▼.  Priff,  199 

a»^  patent  for  an  improved  mode  of 
lighting  cities,  towns,  and  villages, 
is  not  aopported  hy  a  specification 
describing  an  improved  lamp.  L9rd 
Coiirane  y.'SmiUmrsU  205 

5*  A  patenteein  the  specification  sums 
up  the  principle  fn  which  hit  inven- 
tion consflits  *;  if  this  principle  be  not 
new,  the  patent  cannot  be  supported, 
althouj^  it  appear  that  the  applica- 
tion of^the  principle,  as  described  in 
the  specification,  is  new.  Rex  v. 
Cutler^  354 

PAYMENT. 

I  •  Payment  of  money  secured  by  bond, 
is  not  to  be  presumed,  although  more 
than  10  years  have  elapsed  since  an 
acknowledgment  that  any  sum  was 
due  upon  it,  if  the  obligee  ever 
since  that  acknowledgment  has  re- 
sided abroad.    Ne*»man  v.  Newman^ 

lOI 

2.  A  payment  by  the  obligor  of  a 
bond  to  the  obligee,  to  whom  the 
obligor  is  also  otnerwise  indebted, 
cannot,  without  some  circumstances 
to  shew  that  it  was  intended  to  be 
made  in  discharge  of  the  bond,  be  so 
applied  in  favour  of  the  surety  of  the 
obligor  in  an  action  upon  the  bond 
iind^  the  plea  of  payment.  Plomer 
▼.  Ltmgi  153 

PAWNBROKER. 

One  employed  to  sell  goods  by  com- 
mission pawns  them  ;  the  owner  of 
the    goods    may    maintain    trover 
10 


against  the  pawn-broker,  after  a  de« 
mand  and  refusal,  although  the  du- 
plicate has  not  been  tendmd  under 
the  statute  39  &  40  G.  3*  c.  99. 
Pert  V.  BaxUTf  472 

PERJURY. 

1.  In  an  indictment  for  perjury  al- 
leged to  have  been  conunitted  in 
the  defendant's  answer  to  a  bilL  of 
discovery  filed  in  the  ExekaMetf  it 
is  alleged  that  the  bill  was  wed  on 
a  day  specified.  The  day  is  not  ma- 
terial where  it  is  not  alleged  as  a 
part  of  the  record,  and  therefiare 
there  is  no  vauiance,  although  the 
bill,  when  produced,  is  found  to  be 
entitled  generally  of  a  preoedbg 
term.     Kex  v.  liucist  gt  I 

2.  In  an  assignment  of  peijury  it  is 
alleged,  that  the  defendant,  at  the 
time  of  effe6Ung  a  policy  of  in- 
surance purportmg  to  have  been 
under-wntten  by  ^.,  B.,  C.  and 
others,  on  a  day  specified,  well 
knew,  &c.  on  producing  the  policy, 
it  appears  that  j1.  underwrote  the 
policy  on  a  different  day,  the  defect 
IS  fatal,  although  it  appears  that 
B,f  C;  &c.  did  underwrite  the  po- 
licy on  that  day.  H.  ^ 

3.  In  an  indictment  for  perjury  it  is 
alleged,  that  Fronde  CavetuSei  jUer»  _ 
deen  and  Others,  exhibited  their  bill 
in  the  Excbequerf  icQ.  on  the  pro- 
duction of  the  bill,  it  purports  to 
be  the  bill  of  /.  C.  jiberJim  and 
Others,  (whofe  names  were  specified*) 
this  is  no  variance,  and  it  may  be 
proved  that  this  was  the  bill  of 
Fronde  Cavem&eh  Aberdeen*  And 
there  is  no  variance,  although  after 
this  allegation,  and  after  setting  out 
such  parts  of  the  bill  as  are  neces- 
sary, the  words  are  added  **  as  ap- 
pears by  the  said  bill,  &c.  filedl  of 
record.''    Re*  ▼•  RopcTf  Ci8 

And 
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And  although  the  answer  in  the 
indictment  is  auleged  to  he  entitled 
the  answer  of  the  defendant  to  the 
bill  of  complaint  of  J.  C.  jiherdeent 
the  conviction  is  sustainable  al- 
though the  title  of  the  answer  raries 
from  the  allegation  as  to  the  exhi- 
biting of  the  bill.     Rex  v.  Rcper, 

Addenda. 
4«  If  a  coplaintifF  die,  the  suit  will 
be  abated*  unless  the  death  be  sug- 
gested according  to  the  stat.  8  &  9 
W.  3*  c.  II.  s.  6.  And  therefore  if 
a  coplaintiff  die  after  issue  joined,  a 
trial  without  such  suggestion  on  the 
record,  would  be  extra-judicial ;  and 
consequently  no  perjury  could  be 
assigned  upon  any  false  evidence 
given  at  such  trial.     Rex  v.  Cohen, 

5" 

PENAL  ACTION. 

2.  After  the  plaintiff's  case  has  been 
closed,  the  court  will  not  allow  him 
to  remedv  a  defect  in  his  evidence, 
unless  it  has  occurred  from  inadver- 
tency on  the  part  of  his  counsel. 
jiUdred  v.  Halhwell^  1 17 

2.  A  decbiration  under  the  st.  49  G.  3. 
c.  126.  8.  6.,  alleges  that  the  de- 
fendant advertised  a  propofal  for  a 
promise  to  give  the  sum  of  150  gui- 
neas, to  any  one  who  would  procure 
A*  B,  a  place  under  government ;  the 
wordt  for  a  promise,  may  be  rejected 
as  surplusage.  Clarke  v.  Harvey,  92 
The  words  under  government  are 
sufficient,  though  the  words  of  the 
statute  are,  *^  office  in  the  gift  of 
the  crown." 

PETITIONING  CREDITOR. 

A  messenger  cannot  recover  against 
the  petitioning  creditor  the  expences 
of  an  unnecessary  and  fruitless  jour- 
ney to  the  Isk  of  MoHi  without 


speci6c  authority  from  the  petition- 
ing   creditor.     BiUingt  ▼•  Waters^ 

PLEADING. 

1.  Under  an  allention  by  wsnr  of 
special  damage,  Uiat  the  pfajntin  had 
thereby  lost  divers  lodgers  (without 
naminff  any)»  he  cannot  prove  the 
loss  of  a  particular  lodger.  Wi$i' 
fvood'w.  Cowne,  VJ2 

2.  A  plt^pm  darrein  eonihmancef  wiU 
be  received  when  tendered  it  Nisi 
Prius,  if  it  bear  the  form  and  sem- 
blance of  a  plea ;  but  in  order  to 
prevent  vexatious  delay,  the  Court 
will  order  a  demurrer  to  such  zpUa, 
to  stand  for  the  first  paper  day  in 
term.     Fitch  v.  Touhmn,  6z 

3.  Where  different  lots  are  sold  at 
an  auction  for  different  sumsy  the 
contracts  are  separate,  both  in  law 
and  fact.  ^  And  in  a  special  action 
for  refusing  to  adhere  to  the  condi- 
tions of  sale,  the  plaintiff  cannot 
consolidate  the  two  contracts.  Jamee 
V.  Shore,  '  i^iG 

4.  A  general  allegation  in  an  action 
for  a  penalty  for  acting  as  a  magis- 
trate without  a  qualification,  follow- 
ing the  words  of  the  statute,  with- 
out specifying  any  particular  act,  is 
good  after  verdict.  Wr^ht  v.  Hot' 
ton,  400 

POWER,  EXECUTION  OF. 

An  estate  is  settled  to  the  use  of  such 
person,  &c.  as  «/.  B.  shall  by  any 
writing,  &c.,  signed,  sealed  ajid>  de- 
livered by  him,  in  the  presence  of 
two  or  more  witnesses,  direct,  limit» 
and  appoint.  •/.  B,*  may  execute  this 
power  by  his  wiU,  signed,  sealed  asd 
delivered  in  the  presence  of  three 
witnesses.  Doe  d.  Debgal  w.  Holh' 
wajr  431 

p  F  2  POWER 
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POWER  OF  ATTORNEY. 

A  power  of  attorney  autiiorizing  the 
sale  of  a  vessel,  is  revoked  by  the 
death  of  the   owner*      IVaUon  t. 


121 


PRACTICE. 


If  a  counsel  in  opening  for  the  plain- 
t\St  read  a  letter  of  the  defendant's 
merely  as  introductory  of  the  plain- 
tiff's case,  the  letter  is  not  to  be 
considered  as  given  in  evidence  by 
the  plaintiff,  but  must  be  afterwards 
proved  by  the  defendant  as  part  of 
his  own  case,  if  he  mean  to  rely  upon 
it ;  aRter  if  the  plaintiff's  counsel 
read  it  as  part  of  tne  plaintiff's  case. 
WilTu  V.  Dysofif  164 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

/i.  in  London  consigns  goods  to  the 
firm  of  B.  and  C.  at  Hamburgh  for 
sale  upon  a  del  credere  commission, 
B.  in  London  makes  advances  to  jf. 
to  be  repaid  out  of  the  proceeds. — 
B.  and  C*  with  the  proceeds  purchase 
bills  for  A.  which  they  transmit  to 
B.  in  London^  specially  indorsed  to 
him,  and  these  bills,  whilst  they  are 
in  i?.'s  hands,  are  dishonoured.  B. 
and  C.  must  bear  the  loss.  Lueae 
and  Others  v.   Gromng  and  Otiers, 

I.  If  the  agent  to  whom  goods  have 
been  consigned  by  liis  principal  for 
sale,  refuse,  after  a  reasonable  time 
has  elapsed,  to  account  for  them,  it 
is  to  be  presumed  that  the  agent  has 
sold  them.    Hunter  v.  H^elsif      224 

3.  And  in  such  case  a  bill  of  particu- 
lars, stating  the  demand  to  be  for 
the  goods,  (which  it  specifies,)  and 
for  money  had  and  received,  &c.  is 
sufficient.  t^. 

PUBLIC  COMPANY. 

A  coinpany  which  has  been  entrualed 
by  the  legislature  with  the  ezecutioa 


of  a  power  bom  which  niflddef  may 
result  to  the  public,  it  bound  to  take 
especial  precaution  to  guard  against 
such  mischief,  and  in  default  is  re- 
sponsible in  damages.  H^M  v.  Tie 
Gas  Ligbi  Con^a»ff  189 

SCHOOLMASTER. 

A  schoolmaster  who  permits  an  infimt 
pupil  under  his  care  to  make  use  of 
fire-works,  is  responsible  in  an  action 
for  the  mischief  ifi^ch  ensues.  King 
X.  Ford^  Aai 

.  But  if  the  declaration  allege  that 
the  defendant  (in  such  an  action) 
delivered  the  fire-works  to  the  pupiC 
and  caused  and  procured  them  to  be 
delivered  to  him,  and  it  turn  out, 
that  although  the  defendant  had  per- 
mitted the  use  of  fire-works  by  his 
pupils,  that  the  fire-works  from 
which  mischief  resulted  had,  in  fut, 
been  delivered  to  the  pupU  by  an- 
other perfon,  without  toe  autluirity 
or  knowledfl^  of  the  defendant,  the 
variance  wiU  be  fataL  ib* 

SET-OFF. 

1.  Covenant  —  plea  non  est/actum^  the 
defendant  cannot  give  evidence  of 
set-off,  under  a  mere  notice  without 
plea. 

The  plea  of  non  est  f  actum  is  not  a 
general  issue.  Oldendtaw  v.  Tbomp^ 
son,  J II 

2.  Where  by  the  custom  of  the  nat 
trade  the  amount  of  the  bjury  sus- 
tained by  the  hats  in  the  process  of 
dyeing  is  always  to  be  deducted  from 
the  cmurge  for  dyeing,  the  defendant 
is  entitled  to  such  deductions  in  an 
action  brought  by  the  dyer,  with- 
out giving  any  notice  of  set-off,  and 
although  there  has  not  been  any  pre- 
vious adjustment  of  the  amount  of 
the  damage.     Bam/ord  v.  Harrit, 

SHERi;^^' 
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SHERIFF. 


1.  A  sheriff  hivinflr  seized  goods  under 
a  Ji.  fa*  whicS  be  retains  in  his 
hands,  conceiving  that  the  sale  made 
by  his  broker  is  fraudulent,  is  not 
justified  in  returning  that  the  eoods 
remain  in  his  hands  for  want  of  pur- 
chasers. —  He  ought  in  such  case  to 
apply  to  the  Court  for  further  time, 
on  the  ground  of  the  special  circum- 
stances. 

But  {ttmble)  in  an  action  for  a 
false  return  under  these  circum- 
stances, the  inadequate  price  offered 
is  the  proper  measure  of  damages. 
Barnard  v.  Leigh  and  Another ^     A3 

2.  An  action  on  the  case  does  not  lie 
against  a  sheriff  (who  has  not  been 
ruled  to  return  the  writ )  for  neglect- 
ing to  have  the  money  in  court  ac- 
cording to  the  exigency  of  a  Jieri 

facias.     Moreland  v.  Leigh^         388 

3.  In  order  to  charge  the  sheriff  with 
the  act  of  the  bamff  in  an  action  for 
extortion,  it  is  not  sufficient  to  pro- 
duce a  copy  of  the  precept,  with  the 
bailiff's  name  indorsed  upon  it,  al- 
though the  sheriff  has  returned  ce^ 
torfut:  the  plaintiff  in  such  case 
must  either  produce  the  warrant,  or 
prove  some  recognition  of  the  act  of 
the  bailiff  by  the  sheriff. 

4.  But  it  is  not  essential  in  such  case 
to  produce  the  warrant,  the  privity 
between  the  sheriff  and  the  bailiff 
may  be  proved,  by  shewing,  that 
upon  the  arrest  a  bail  bond  was  exe- 
cuted  and  delivered  to  the  bailiff, 
who  returned  it  to  the  sheriff,  upon 
which  the  latter  made  his  return  of 
u^  corftu.  Martin  v.  Bell  and  An-' 
others  413 

5.  A  sheriff  having  returned  to  a  writ 
of  ^.  fa.  that  he  has  seized  and  sold 
part,  and  that  the  residue  remains  in 
his  hands  for  want  of  buyers,  may 
ihew,  upon  an  action  brought  for 

12 


not  having  the  money  in  Coort,  &c. 
that  the  goods  were  in  fact  the  pro- 
perty of  the  assignees  of  the  defend- 
ant who  hid  become  a  bankrupt. 
Brydget  v.  IValford^  389  n. 

6.  An  action  for  money  had  and  re- 
ceived at  the  suit  of  a  plaintiff  who 
has  sued  out  T^Jieri  facias  lies  agaunst 
the  sheriff  who  executed  it,  if  he  re- 
tain more  money  in  his  hands  than 
he  is  entitled  to  do,  the  party  in- 
jured not  bein?  bound  to  proceed  by 
motion  in  Bank.     LongwU  v.  Jones^ 
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SHIP. 

I.  The  owner  of  a  vessel  it  liable  for 
money  supplied  to  the  captain  in  a 
foreign  port,  provided  toe  supply 
be  absolutely  necessary  for  the  use 
of  the  vessel.    Rocher  v.  Busher^   27 

a.  A  mere  literal  deviation  from  the 
form  of  a  conveyance  of  a  ship  pre- 
scribed by  the  act  will  not  render 
the  conveyance  void.  Taylor  v.  Kin- 
lochf  175 

3.  A,  having  shipped  goods  on  board 
of  a  vessel  which  is  driven  into  a 
foreign  port  by  stress  of  weather, 
part  of  these  goods  is  sold  by  the 
captain  to  defray  the  expences  of  re- 
pairing the  vessel.  A,  is  entitled  to 
deduct  from  the  demand,  for  freight, 
the  sum  for  which  the  goods  have 
been  sold.  —  And  the  ciccumstance 
of  the  ship-owners  having,  during 
the  voyage,  assigned  the  freight  to 
a  third  person,  makes  no  difference. 
Campbell  v.  Tbompsonf  490 

4.  The  master  of  a  vessel  is  not  justi- 
fied in  selling  any  part  of  the  cargo 
for  the  repairs  of  a  ship  in  a  foreign 
port,  except  in  cases  of  urgent  ne- 
cessity, ih. 

5*  A  part  owner  of  a  vessel  who  or- 
ders supplies  on  his  own  acoonnt, 
without    mentioning    any   copart- 

ownerSi 
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owners^  cannot  plead  in  abatement 
that  there  are  copart-owners  who 
ought  to  have  been  joined,  the  plain- 
tiff being  ignorant  that  there  were 
other  part-owners.  BMney  v.  Rtt- 
ih'te,  338 

6.  Notice  to  the  defendant  to  produce 
an  order  relating  to  the  ship,  which 
it  appears  the  defendant  has  de- 
livered to  the  captain,  is  sufficient 

Sn  default  of  production)  to  enable 
e  plaintiffs  to  give  parol  evidence 
of  the  order,  since  the  possession  of 
the  captain,  is  for  this  purpose  the 
possession  of  the  defendant.  ih. 

7.  A  mere  mortgagee  of  a  ship,  who 
does  not  take  possession,  is  not 
liable  for  necessaries  supplied  for  the 
use  of  the  ship  previous  to  a  re- 
transfer.     Tiventyman  v.  Hartf    366 

8.  The  owner  of  a  ship  is  liable  for 
stores  and  necessaries  supplied  by 
the  order  of  the  supercargo,  after 
the  detention  and  liberation  of  the 
vessel  by  a  foreign  power,  although 
the  supplies  are  afforded  after  an 
abandonment  by  the  owner  to  the 
underwriters.  And  although  the 
supplies  are  furnished  for  the  pur- 
pose of  enabling  the  vessel  to  prose- 
cute a  second  voyage,  in  the  pro- 
secution of  which  she  i\  seized  by 
British  officers  and  confiscated,  yet 
the  institution  of  proceedings  in  the 
Admiralty  Court  by  the  defendant 
to  recover  possession  of  the  vessel, 
amounts  to  an  adoption  of  the  se- 
cond voyage,  and  renders  him  liable 
for  the  amount.    Mitchell  v.  Glennie^ 
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SLANDER. 

I.  Action  for  words  imputing  a  crime ; 
an  agreement  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  to  waive  his  action  for 
words  spoken,  in  consideration  that 
the  defendant  will  destroy  certain 


documents  in  his  possession,  or  which 
might  afterwards  come  into  his  pos- 
session, imputing  the  saune  criaie  to 
the  plaintiff,  is  (when  executed  by 
the  burning  of  the  papers  in  his 
possession)  a  bar  to  the  action,  and 
may  be  given  in  evidence  under  the 
general  issue.   Lane  v.  ApplegaUf  97 

2.  An  averment  that  slanderous  words 
were  spoken  concerning  the  (three) 
plaintiffs  in  their  joint  trade,  is  not 
supported  by  evidence  of  words 
addressed  by  the  defendant  per- 
sonally to  one  only  of  the  partners. 
Solomotu  and  Others  v.  Medue^     191 

3.  Words  imputing  felony,  but  spoken 
with  reference  to  such  warrant,  and 
not  intended  to  convey  a  substan- 
tive charge,  are  not  actionable. 
Tempest  v.  ChamherSf  67 

SPECIAL  JURY  CAUSES. 
Rule  as  to  the  appointment  of,        Si 

STAMP. 

I.  Against  a  party  who  refuses  (after 
notice)  to  produce  an  agrreement,  it 
is  to  be  presumed  that  it  is  stamped. 
But  the  party  refusing  is  at  liberty 
to  prove  the  contrary.  Crisp  v. 
Anderson^  35 

a.  The  plaintiff  having  signified  by  a 
printed  prospectus  the  terms  oi 
which  he  is  ready  to  engage  to  per- 
form particular  services,  may  in  an 
action  against  one  who  has  em- 
ployed him  to  render  those  services 
under  a  parol  agreement,  read  the 
printed  prospectus  to  shew  what  the 
terms  were,  although  it  is  not  stamp- 
ed.    Edgar  V.  Brtcki  464 

3.  A  bond  given  far  the  purpose  of 
securing  certain  conditions  to  be 
performed  by  the  vendor  of  a  house, 
requires  a  tos.  stamp  only,  and  not 
an  ad  valorem  stamp.  Hughes  v. 
King,  U9 
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4«  A  deed  by  which  the  plaintiff  coye- 
nants  to  give  up  his  trade  to  the  de- 
feDdanty  and  to  allow  him  to  carry  it 
on  in  his  house  for  ten  years,  the  de« 
fendant  payin?  icx^*  for  the  fis- 
tures»  &c«  at  Uie  time  of  executing 
the  deedy  and  covenanting  to  pay 
looo/.  per  anrnm  for  ten  years^  does 
not  require  an  ad  valorem  stamp. 
Lyhum  T.  IFatrimtonf  162 


STOCK, 
See  AOBKEMSMT. 

I 

SUBSCRIBING  WITNESS. 
See  Attxstino  Witness. 

TENDER. 

After  a  tender  of  what  is  due  from 
two  persons  on  a  joint  contract,  a 
subsequent  application  to  one  of 
them  IS  sufi&cient  to  support  a  repli- 
cation to  a  plea  of  tender,  that  the 
plaintiff  subsequently  demanded  pay- 
ment from  the  defendants.  Peirse 
▼.  Bowles f  325 

TRESPASS. 

I.  In  trespass  quare  claiuum  fregli^ 
laid  to  have  been  committed  on  a 
particular  day,  and  on  divers  other 
days  and  times  between  that  day 
and  the  exhibiting  of  the  bill,  &c. 
The  plaintiff  may  prove  an  act  of 
trespass  anterior  to  the  day  specified, 
but  he  will  be  confined  to  that  sin- 
gle act.     Hume  ▼.  Oldacre^  351 

s.  In  an  action  of  trespass  against  a 
huntsman  for  hunting  over  the  lands 
of  another,  damages  may  be  reco- 
vered, not  only  for  the  mischief  im- 
mediately occasioned  by  the  defend- 
ant himself,  but  also  (ox  that  done 
by  the  concourse  of  pedple  who  ac- 
companied him.  th. 


USE  AND  OCCUPATION. 

I*  In  an  action  for  the  use  and  occu- 
pation of  a  house  for  six  months,  it 
utrimd  facte  sufficient  for  the  plains 
tin  to  shew  an  occupation  ot  the 
house  by  the  defendant,  as  his  tenant^ 
for  the  preceding  six  months,  since 
the  continuance  of  the  tenancy  is  to 
be  presumed  until  the  contrary  ap« 
pear.  Norland  v.  Bromley  f  455 
2.  And  it  is  not  sufficient  in  such  case 
.  for  the  defendant  to  prove  that  the 
keys  had  been  previously  delivered 
to  a  servant  at  the  plaintifPs  house^ 
and  a  subsequent  declaration  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff  that  the  keys 
had  been  lost  or  siislaid.  if. 

VARIANCE. 
See  FoBGERY,  Assumpsit. 

VENDOR  AND  VENDEE. 

1.  The  vendee  of  a  merchantable  com- 
modity warranted  to  be  of  the  best 
quality,  proceeds  to  use  it  from  tioie 
to  time  till  the  whole  has  been  con-> 
sumed,  when  the  value  of  the  article 
can  no  longer  be  ascertained,  having 
given  no  notice  to  the  vendor  during 
this  time  of  any  defect  in  the  article, 
and  having  deprived  the  vendor  of 
the  means  of  proving  the  value  of 
the  article  by  proper  tests,  the  vendee 
is  not  entitled  to  recover  on  the 
ground  of  any  alleged  defect  in  the 
article.     Hopkins  v.  Appldy^       477 

2.  A*  sells  to  B.  a  bowsprit  which  at 
the  time  of  sale  appeirs  to  be  per- 
fectly sound,  but  which,  after  bemg 
used  some  time,  turns  out  to  be 
rotten  :  in  the  absence  of  fraud  jI. 
is  entitled  to  recover  from  B.  what 
the  bowsprit  was  apparently  worth 
at  the  time  of  delivery.  Bluett  v. 
Osborne^  384 

3  If 
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3*  If  the  Teftdee  of  a  ponderous  ar- 
ticle after  reasonable  trial  finds  that 
it  doef  not  answer  the  purpose  for 

-  which  it  was  ordered^  the  Tendor 
.  after  notice  given  is  bound  to  take 
the  article  away  ;  but  if  he  neglect 
to  give  notice,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  recover  as  much  as  the  materials 
were  worth.     OheU  ▼•  Swith^       107 

WARRANTY. 

Goods  told  are  described  in  the  ia- 
Toioe  as  icarlet  cuttings f  a  warranty 
is  to  be  inferred  that  the  ffoods  an- 
swered the  known  mercantile  descrip. 


tion  of  uaHa  cuttings,    Br^gc  v» 
a^mtt,  504 

WITNESS. 

A  witness  from  the  country  on  his 
arrival  in  London  for  the  purpose  of 
giving  evidence  in  a  cause  which 
stands  for  trial  during  the  sittings  is 
arrested  for  debt,  the  proper  course 
for  obtainine  his  discharge  is  to 
bring  him  betore  a  judge  at  chambera 
by  writ  of  Habeas  Corpus.  Eji^farte' 
TUioisoH,  47! 

Sec  Attesting  Witness,  Evidence^ 

&c. 
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